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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE FOLLOWING is the list of new King’s Counsel with dates 
of call to the bar: Mr. Herserr Exror Onmerop, 1855 (South- 
Eastern Circuit); Mr. Samvet Hitt Sauira Lorrnovss, 1869 
(North-Eastern Circuit); Sir Jonn Ranere Pacsr, Bart., 1873 
(South-Eastern Circuit); Mr. Wii11am Percrvat GRaTWICKE 
Boxatt, 1873 (South-Eastern Circuit); Mr. Jonn GttperT 
Korzg, 1874; Mr. Aernur Powett, 1877 (Oxford Circuit); Mr. 
Ernest Moon, 1878 (Northern Circuit and Parliamentary Bar) ; 
Mr. Cuartes Montacus Lusu, 1879 (North-Eastern Circuit) ; 
Mr. Roserrt Artaur Germaine, 1882 (Oxford Circuit) ; 
Frank GorE-Brown, 1883 (South-Eastern Circuit) ; Mr. Srantzy 
Owen Buckmaster, 1884 (Chancery Bar) ; Mr. Duptzey Srewart- 
Suir, 1886 (Chancery Bar); Mr. Frepericx Low, 1890 (South- 
Eastern Circuit). 





Tue Hrtary Srrrines of the Court of Appeal have just 
terminated, and it may be worth while to compare the progress 
which it has made with its list with the progress made by the 
same court in the early years of its existence. In an article 
written in the year 1878 we read these words: ‘‘ The Oourt of 
Appeal has been making steady progress with its lists, and it is 


now certain that Division sitting at Westminster will have 
disposed of the appeals in the lists published for Hi 
Sittings before Bramwatt, L.J., and Brert, L.J., are call 
away A the business of circuit.” These words inform us, first, 
that the Common Law Division of the Court of Appeal was able, 
some time before the —. of the Easter Vacation, to clear 
off the list of appeals which were published at the commence- 
ment of the Hilary ittings; secondly, that this work 
achieved by judges who were from time to time taken 
from their regular labours in order to 
are very much chau 

no longer go ci 


the Court of A 
division of the Court of Appeal cannot 
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work assigned to it at the commencement of the Hilary 
Sittings. It is true that a large addition has been made to the 
business assigned to the judges. New trials, employer and 
workmen compensation cases, appeals on points of practice, 
have been added to the list, and there is a decided increase in 
the number of revenue cases. But, whatever may be the cause 
of the existing delay, it has become so serious as to attract 
the attention of the whole profession. The suggestion most 
frequently made is that additional judges should be provided, so 
that a third court might be available to assist in the reduction 
of the list of appeals. 


WE bo NoT propose at present to discuss any of the ob- 
— to this proposal, but we have on several occasions 
m led to consider whether the time of the court could be 
spent in a more orderly and methodical manner. In a number 
of the — there is no authentic record of the facts of the 
case, and each judge has to ascertain them from the statements 
of counsel or from the answers of counsel to the questions put to 
them by the bench. The judges may finally come to the con- 
clusion that they have mastered the facts sufficiently to enable 
them to deliver an oral judgment ; but if the case is one of diffi- 
culty, and they desire to consider it upon another day, they run the 
risk of forgetting something which they have had no opportunity of 
committing to writing. The practice of the Supreme Court of 
the United States in the hearing of arguments has no resem- 
blance to that of the Eaglish Court of Appeal. The American 
court sits five days in each week from 12 to4 p.m. Everything 
laced before them is in print, both records and briefs, each 
justice having acopy. On Saturday the judges meet fur con- 
sultation, when each case argued during the week is discussed. 
When the discussion is at an end, the roll is called and a vote 
taken. On Saturday night the Chief Justice, to whom is assigned 
the duty of distributing the cases among the justices, sends 
round a slip which shews what cases are assigned to each justice 
in order that he may write the opinion of the court. This 
opinion, when written, is printed; copies are furnished to 
each judge, and after it has been revised by them, it is delivered | 
as the judgment of the court. This system may at firat sight | 
seem to err on the side of formality, but we are disposed to | 





be taken as certain that no foreign government under similar 
circumstances would part with money under its control. It 
possession is not nine points of the law, it does in many cases 
confer an advantage on the possessor, and this is just one of 
those cases where such advantage may be rightly insisted upon. 





Tue Cover of Appeal have affirmed in Whitbread § Co. v. 
Watt (Times, 24th inst.) the decision of Farwett, J., on the 
right of a purchaser of land, when the contract has gone off 
without default on his part, to a lien upon the land for the 
money he has paid as deposit. That there is a purchaser’s lien 
corresponding to the more familiar vendor’s lien was recognized 
by Krxnverstzy, V.C., in Wythes v. Lee (3 Drew., at p. 403), 
‘‘When a contract . . . = off,” said the Vice- 
Chancellor, ‘it appears to me that in principle and justice 
the equity of a purchaser to a lien on the estate ought to 
stand on as good a footing as the lien of the vendor after 
conveyance.” It is true that the vendor conveys only on 
the footing that he shall receive the purchase-money, and this 
understanding may be supposed to furnish a basis for the 
lien. But just as the vendor has the legal estate prior to 
conveyance, so the purchaser has the equitable estate immedi- 
ately upon the contract, and though the equitable estate, so far 
as it rests on contract merely, is divested when the contract 
comes to an end, yet so far as it is supported by actual payment 
by the purchaser, it may well continue to exist in the form of a 
lien for the return of the money paid. This is substantially the 
principle underlying the decision of the House of Lords in Hose v. 
Watson (12 W. R. 585, 10 H. L. Cas. 672), where it was pointed 
out that upon a payment on account of purchase-money the vendor 
becomes, to the extent of such payment, fiaally a trustee for the 
purchaser. Hence in that case, where the purchaser had paid 
a deposit and made payments of interest on the balance of the 
purchase-money, an then properly declined to complete, it was 
held that he had a lien for the sums so paid, and that he could 
enforce the lien against mortgagees who had taken with notice 
of the contract. In the present case the plaintiffs, who were 
the purchasers of a freehold plot upon a building estate, and 
who had paid a deposit of £200, were under the contract not 
bound to complete until 300 houses were built, with the right, 
if so many were not built in two years, to cancel the contract, 


think that something like it would in many cases promote the | The houses were not built and the plaintiffs cancelled the 


dispatch of business in the English court. It must also be 


contract. 


In the meantime the land had passed into the hands 


remembered that in all the American courts of appeal it is the ° ° 
i imi : é - | Of the defendant, who took with notice of the contract. It 
practice to limit the time allowed to each counsel for his followed, as Fanwatt, J., and the Court of Appeal have held, 


argument. os ee eo 

AN INTERESTING question, which has been much discussed by 
writers on international law, but which has not hitherto been 
adjudicated upon by the courts, was decided, by Kexewicn, J., 
in the recent case of Re Barnett’s Trusts. 


that it was subject as against him to a lien in favour of the 


plaintiffs for the return of the deposit. 





In THE case of The Ground-Rent Development Co. v. West 





extremely simple. A fund in court belonged to a domiciled 
Austrian who died at Vienna intestate, without heirs or next- 
of-kin, and the question arose who was entitled to the fund. The 
Crown claimed it as bona vacantia. The Austrian Government 
aleo claimed it, on a similar ground, as being, according to the 
law of Austria, confiscated to the State as heirless property. Tne 
case was most elaborately argued, and the opinions of English, 
French, German, and Dutch writers on international law were 
referred to, especially Vortr, Fa:trx, and Bar. But the short 
point was whether the maxim mobilia sequuntur personam applied— 
that is, whether the law of the country of domicil goveraed the 
destination of the property. Kexewicn, J., held that the maxim 
in question only applied to the succession and distribution 
of moveables, but here the court was dealing with a case 
where there was no distribution at all. The Crown was 
| not claiming through the persona, but was claiming the glans 
caduea—tbe acorn on the ground and not on the tree, and took 
the property as bona vacantia. The decision, if we may say 0, 
appears to be sound. It is obvious that some limit must be 
to the application of the above-mentioned maxim. The 
contention on the part of the Austrian Government that 
its application is unlimited and without exception, is clearly 
fallacious. The maxim is merely a rule of distribution and 
cannot properly be held to displace sovereign rights. Further, 


the foundation of international law is reciprocity, end it may 


The facts were | (reported elsewhere) Mr. Justice Kexewicu had to consider 


recently the effect of section 84 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, 
with respect to conditions imposed on registered land. The 
section provides that, on the registration of land, conditions 
may be registered relating to building or user, and any other 
conditions capable of running with the land, and all trausferees 
will then take with notice of the conditions. But there is addel 
the proviso that ‘‘any such condition may be modified or dis- 
charged by order of the court, on proof to the satisfaction of the 
court that such modification will be beneficial to the persons 
principally interested in the enforcement of such condition.’”’ Now 
everyone is familiar with the difficulties which arise when it is 
sought to vary or get rid of conditions which have been imposed 
on land in the ordinary course of conveyancing. In the case of 
a building estate there will be a large number of owners who 
are entitled to enforce the restriction, and though, where no real 
objection exists, it may be safe to rely on the good nature or the 
indifference of the majority, yet there will probably be a certain 
number whose consent cannot be obtained without uadue 
expense. The words of the proviso to section 84 seem to imply 
that it was ictended to confer on the court some special power 
to deal with such cases in respect of registered land. It is to be 
sufficient to prove to the court that the proposed modification 
will be beneficial to the B og my principally interested. In the 





case before Kexewicou, J., the registered conditions required 
that houses built fur the workiog classes should be of a certain 
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size, which in practice was found to permit of subletting. It 
was desired to diminish the size and so encourage sole occupa- 
tion. With this object the learned judge seems to have 
sympathized, and he intimated that he agreed with the view 
that the change would be beneficial, but under the section it 
had to be proved that the change would be beneficial “ to the 
persons principally interested,” and he found it impossible to 
give these words an intelligible meaning. In the result he 
thought that all persons who had taken with notice of the con- 
ditions were persons principally interested, and he required that 
their consent should be obtained. Upon this construction the 
section gives no special facilities for modifying building or other 
conditions, and the application to ths court seems to be simply a 
source of additional expense. 





Music PrIRracy is so rampant that questions have been asked in 

both Houses of Parliament as to the illegal sale by hawkers in 
the streets and elsewhere of copyright music, the owners of 
which allege that theyare unable to obtain redress under the exist- 
ing law. The grievance, which appears to be a very serious one, 
is, not only that no remedy whatever is afforded by the intricate 
and clumsy provisions of the Musical Copyright Act of 1882, 
but that under the natural circumstances of this kind of piracy 
the expensive course of an action for injunction and damages is 
practically useless. The offending parties are the printer, the 
distributor, and the street hawker, none of whom is, as a rule, 
‘worth powder and shot.”’ Their methods are as shifting as 
their places of business, and the guerilla warfare by which 
alone repressive measures could be made successful is of a kind 
that it is unreasonable to expect respectable firms of musical 
publishers to undertake. Meanwhile, a vast number of copies 
of ‘‘sheets of music,” which are entitled to protection under 
the existing system of copyright, are being sold at 2d. a piece, 
instead of the normal Is. 4d. which is usually charged for a 
2s. song or air. The Lord Chancellor is reported to have said 
in the House of Lords, on the 14th inst., that he admitted the 
grievance and recognized the inadequacy of the present remedies. 
But he added that it was ‘‘ a strong thing to attempt to make 
an invasion of a civil right the subject of criminal proceedings, 
or to give police-constables a general authority to arrest hawkers 
and seize their copies of songs.’ It may be pointed out, how- 
ever, that a remedy was proposed by Lord Monxsweiu’s much- 
delayed Copyright Bill, which, we believe, was drafted with 
the aid of Lord Turtne. Clause 26 authorizes the searching for 
pirated copies, and clause 27 proposes to enact that “If any 
person shall hawk, carry about, sell, or offer for sale, any 
unlawful copy of any work the subject of copyright, every such 
pirated copy may be seized by any constable, without warrant, on 
the request in writiog of the apparent owner of the copyright 
in such work or of his agent thereto authorized in writing, and 
at the risk of such owner. On seizure of any such copies, they 
shall be conveyed by such constable before a court of summary 
jurisdiction, which, on proof that they are infringements of 
copyright, may order that they shall be forfeited or destroyed, 
or otherwise dealt with as the court may think fit.” Lord 
Monxswe.t has now introduced a short Bill, providing that 
any person printing, selling, distributing, or importing a 
pirated musical work shall be liable to a penalty of £5 a copy 
up to a maximum of £50, and authorizing the search for and 
summary seizure of the goods from hawkers in the manner 
above referred to. 








THE case of Anderson v. Reid, decided by a Divisional Court 
last week, raised a somewhat novel point ; and the decision itself 
is by no means a satisfactory one. It was an appeal from the 
stipendiary magistrate of Middlesborough, who dismissed an 
information by the appellant, an officer of customs, against the 
respondent for obstructing him in searching a ship. It was 
given in evidence that the appellant had searched the ship all 
over on several occasions within a short time and found nothing. 
He again proceeded to search the ship, and the respondent, who 
was the captain of the vessel, stopped him, and refused to allow 
him tosearch further. Accordingly, the appellant took proceedings 
against the captain under section 12 (5) 0 the Oustoms and Inland 

t 


in searching” a ship within a port in the United Kingdom. - 
In cross-examination the officer admitted that he had no suspicion 
that anything dutiable was concealed, and that he had no 
grounds for any such suspicion. The magistrate found as a fact 
that the repeated rummaging of the ship was most unreasonable ; 
that the officer was not obstructed in doing what he had any 
reason to believe was his duty, and that bis conduct was an 
abuse of his powers. Before the High Court the respondent 
was, unfortunately, not represented. The Attorney-General, on 
behalf of the appellant, argued that the magistrate had no juris- 
diction to inquire whether the officer acted reasonably or not. 
He pointed out that there is no condition in section 12 that the 
officer should have reasonable ground for suspicion in searching 
a ship, while it is expressly provided that an officer can only 
search a person if he has good reason to suppose that he 
is carrying prohibited goods. He also pointed out that, by 
section 203 of the Customs Laws Consolidation Act, 1876, 
power is given to stop and examine a cart “upon reason- 
able suspicion”; and by section 205 of the same Act a 
house may be searched if there is “ reasonable cause to suspect ” 
that smuggled goods are concealed therein. The court accepted 
the view of the Attorney-General, and held that there was no 
preliminary question of reasonableness ; that there was a search 
and the officer was obstructed; therefore an offence had been 
committed. The case was, therefore, remitted to the magistrate. 
With all respect to the judges who decided this question, we 
cannot think their decision is sound. True, a customs’ officer 
should have power to search a ship, whether he has suspicion 
or not. It is necessary that he should have such power or 
smuggling would be a much safer pursuit than it is at 
present. But when a place has already been thoroughly 
searched and nothing suspicious has happened since, it can 
hardly be called a ‘‘search” to again go over the same 
ground. It does not seem to be a question of whether or 
not there was good cause for searching, but whether it was 
in fact a bond fide search, and it is submitted that the magis- 
trate was right in dealing with this question. An officer 
has undoubtedly the right to search a ship with an open 
mind, although he has no ground for suspicion, but it should 
only be done with a real intention of finding out what is on 
board. Ifa search is prolonged vexatiously or unreasonably, it 
ceasee to be a bond fide search. Every protection should be 
afforded by the law to customs’ officers in the execution of their 
duties, but the officers of ships should also be protected from 
the abuse of the right of search. 





Tue ExTENT of the estate or interest of a local authority in the 
soil of a street vested in them has been the subject of much 
discussion in recent years, and the decision of Farwett, J., last 
week in Finchley Evectric Light Co. v. Finchley Urban District 
Council, although it depends upon the somewhat unusual 
circumstances of that case, has an important bearing, upon the 
subject. As a general rule, the title of a local authority to the 
street is wholly dependent upon statutory provisions, such as 
section 149 of the Public Health Act, 1875, which enacts that 
all streets being or becoming highways repairable by the 
inhabitants at large ‘‘and the pavements, stones, and other 
materials thereof . . . shall vest in and be under the control of 
the urban authority”: a similar provision as to the vesting of a 
main road in the county council is contained in section 11 of the 
Local Government Act, 1888. The effect of these provisions was 
minutely considered by the House of Lords in Mayor, §., of 
Tunbridge Wells v. Baird (1896, A. ©. 434, 438), the decision 
being that the vesting is of ‘‘ the street, gua street, and so much 
of the actual soil of the street as may be necessary for the pur- 

of preserving and maintaining and using it as a street.” 
ince this decision it has been impossible to contend, in cases 
where the estate of the local authority is derived only from such 
a vesting clause, that they can claim the same estate usque ad 
inferos and usque ad cotlum which is acquired by a purchaser 
on taking a conveyance in fee simple. In the Finchley 
case the defendants claimed an ordinary fee simple estate, 
and their claim rested on more than the statutory t. 
The land forming the street in question had been pure by 





Revenue Act, 1881, which provides any person is guilty of 


an offence under the Act who “ obstructs any officer of customs 


turnpike trustees under the powers of a special Act of Geo. 4, 
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which enabled them to purchase land in fee simple, and it was 
80 conveyed to them in the year 1828. It was “ disturnpiked ” 
in 1872, and thus became a “ main road” under the Highways, 
&e., Act, 1878. Section 149 of the Act of 1875 thus operated 
upon a street which had not merely been dedicated to the use 
of the public and taken over by the parish or urban authority, 
but bok been actually conveyed in fee simple. Farwett, J., 
held that the effect of its operation was to transfer the fee simple 
from the turnpike trustees to the urban authority. Although 
the road was a main road, the estate of the urban authority 
did not in this case pass to the county council, the former having 
made a claim to retain the road under section 11 of the Local 
Government Act, 1888. The important difference between the 
acquisition of the entire fee simple and the holding of such an 
estate only as is mentioned in the Zunbridge Wells case is 
apparent from the result of the Finchley case, in which the 
defendants (being owners usque ad coclum) were held to have 
been justified in cutting the overhead electric wires of the 
plaintiffs where they crossed the street. This decision will, it 
appears, apply to cases (which are not uncommon) where the 
local authority has purchased the fee simple of strips of land 
along the sides of an existing street, and has thrown them into 
the highway so as to widen it. 





Tue Court of Appeal in Skene v. Cook (ante, p. 356) have 
affirmed the judgment of the Divisional Court (CuanneLt and 
Bucxsi1t, JJ.) (1901, 2 K. B. 7) upon an interesting point 
arising on the bar to the recovery of ‘‘ rent” under section 1 of 
the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874. Under section 123 of 
the Land Tax Redemption Act, 1802, a person having a partial 
interest in land (not being an estate of inheritance) who 
redeems the land tax is entitled to a charge on the land for the 
amount paid for redemption and also for a yearly sum by way 
of interest equal to the land tax redeemed. This yearly sum, it 
is enacted, is recoverable by action or distress, but there is no 
express provision for compelling payment of the principal, 
although the Jandowner may be required to receive it at any 
time. Under these circumstances it was argued in Skene v. Cook, 
where the annual sum had not been paid for over twelve years, 
that it was not ‘‘rent”’ within section 1 of the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874, but interest, and therefore, so long as the 
principal remained due, only subject to a limitation on the amount 
of arrears recoverable; and that the principal, though a sum 
charged on land, was not liable to be barred under section 8, 
since no action could be brought to enforce payment. The 
words of the Act of 1833, however, which define “rent” are 
very wide ; they include “all periodical sums of money charged 
upon or payable out of any land”; and although in the well- 
known case of Grant v. Ellis (9 M. & W. 113) it was held, upon 
special grounds, that a conventional rent reserved on a lease was 
not included, yet the tendency has been to make the words 
cover all other annual payments charged on or payable out of 
land. In the present case the Court of Appeal supported the 
Divisional Court in holding that the annual payments were 
“rent” for the purposes of these Acts and were therefore irre- 
coverable after non-payment for twelve years; while Coxiins, 
M.R., intimated that, even if this were not so, the principal sum 
was liable to be barred under section 8 of the Act of 1874, and 
the annual sum with it. Although no remedy for the principal 
sum was expressly given, yet, since it was a charge on the land, 
the usual equitable remedies in regard to a charge attached. 
It is not clear, however, when such remedies would become 
enforceable, and the former ground of decision seems the safer. 





In a rarer read by Mr. Warrer C. Wrix1Ams, solicitor, a 
few days ago, at the meeting of the Society of Architects, the 
author contended that the right to light given by section 3 of 
the Prescription Act had no foundation in natural justice or 
expediency, and that there was no reason why the owner of 
land, when preparing to build, should not be required to make 

ision over his own land, or over the public way, for the light 
to any building which he might erect. If the owner would not 
ide an open space on his own land to light his building, 


why should a neighbour be required to provide it for him? court remained, for whin that time it was open to the local — 





This argument was supported by a reference to the law of 
different foreign States which refuses the protection to ancient 
lights which is granted in this country. And it may be added 
that Lord Caanworth, L.C., in 1866, in Yates v. Jack (L. R. 1 Ch, 
App. 295) regretted the abolition by the Act of a local custom in 
the City of London which permitted the owner of a house in any 
street to raise it to whatever height he might think fit. The 
Lord Chancellor alluded to the growing necessity for lofty 
buildings, as shewn by the great multiplication of them in all 
parts of the metropolis. But this multiplication of lofty 
buildings is causing anxiety to many persons who cannot think 
that they provide sufficient light and air for the health and 
comfort of those who occupy them. The present law affords 
some check against their extension, and if this check did not 
exist, it might have to be provided by the Legislature. 








LIMITATION OF TIME FOR RECOVERY OF PAVING 
EXPENSES UNDER THE PUBLIC HEALTH ACTS. 


Born historically and practically the decision of the Court of 
Appeal last week in Zhe Mayor and Corporation of Blackburn vy, 
Sanderson (Times, 18th inst.) is of considerable interest and 
importance to those concerned in Local Government questivns, 
and that, it will be admitted, is a large category of persons, both 
lay and professional. The actual decision, it is true, turned upon 
certain special provisions of a local Act—the Blackburn Improve. 
ment Act, 1882—but its effect will undoubtedly be felt outside 
the special case, and be relied on in cases under the Public 
Health Acts generally. 

To fully understand the point raised by the Blackburn case—that 
is, what period of limitation applies to a claim of a local authority 
to be reimbursed paving expenses which it has incurred by the 
exercise of its statutory power to do the work itself in default of its 
being done by the owner—it will be helpful to glance at the 
historical side of the matter in order to find out upon what 
principle, in the first instance, the limitation was imposed upon 
the recovery of such expenses. 

Power to execute paving works and recover expenses from the 
owners was first conferred on local authorities by the Public 
Health Act, 1848, s. 69, and such expenses were only recover- 
able summarily before justices (section 129), but no time for 
such recovery was specially limited, and therefore the complaint 
before the justices would have to be made within six months 
under section 11 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1848 (11 & 12 
Vict. c. 43). Pausing here fora moment to consider the reason 
for such a limited time being prescribed for the recovery of these 
expenses, we find it in the principle which is usually applied to 
cases in which moneys are expended out of the current year’s 
rates—namely, that such expenses should be recovered within 
the year, so that the ratepayers upon whom the cost falls may 
be recouped the extra expense, and that restitution may be 
made by the owner of the premises who was personally liable 
to pay the expenses. On this principle, for instance, we find that 
auditors’ surcharges must be recovered within nine months: 
R. v. Tyrwhitt (15 Q. B. 249). Then came the Local Govern- 
ment Amendment Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 61), which 
gave the loca] authority an option, in the case of sums below 
£20, the thea limit of county court jurisdiction, to proceed either 
summarily or in the county court. It did not seem to have 
occurred to those who altered the law that the logical effect of 
this change, which gave a right of action in the county court, 
was that where a local authority sued in a county court the 
proceeding would have attached to it all the ordinary 
incidents of an action of debt, and therefore the limitation 
of six years, and not of six months, would be applicable. 
The result would be that while a demand below £20 could 
be recovered at any time within six years, a demand 
exceeding that sum, bei only recoverable summarily 
before justices, could only be enforced within six months. 
This was in fact the argument almost ad absurdum with which 
the court were confronted in the case of the Tottenham Local 
Board v. Rowell (1 Exch. Div. 514), But the court refused to 
accede to it. It construed the option given by the Local 
Government Act of 1861 as meaning that as long as the right 
to proceed before justices existed, the right to sue in the county 
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authority to exercise their option. 

had elapsed, the right to proceed before justices went, and there- 

fore no option could be exercised, and the right to sue in the 
county court was at an end, 

It is significant to note at this point, and it will also 
be helpful to bear it in mind when dealing with the 
recent decision in the Blackburn case, that at this date 

the Metropolis Management Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 102), 

was passed, and that under section 77 of that Act the local 

authority were given an option to proceed for the recovery of 
paving expenses either summarily or at law, although such 
expenses were not previously recoverable by action: Vestry of St. 

Paneras v. Batterbury (21 J. P. 424). Dealing with the right of 

section under this section it was held in Wortley v. St. Mary, 

Islington (51 J. P. 166) that the Statute of Limitations had no 

application. But this decision seems to go to the other extreme, 

although it is based on words in the section which make the 
amount recoverable ‘‘from the present or any future owner of 
the premises.” 
Returning now to the evolution of the right to recover paving 
expenses under the Public Health Acts, it will be seen that the 
paving expenses recoverable under section 150 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, are made likewise recoverable either 
summarily or if below £50 (the present county court limit) in 
the county court at the option of the local authority (section 
261), and thus, on the principle of the Tottenham case (supra), 
are only recoverable within the six months. 
The next stage in the history of this matter is reached in 
the Public Health Act of 1891, and in the case of the Vestry 
of Hammersmith v. Lowenfeld (45 W. R. 60; 1896, 2 Q. B. 
278), decided upon section 11 of that Act. This Act gave 
what may be described as a “triple option” to the local 
authority to recover the costs and expenses of and incidental 
to “nuisance orders” from any person who is for the time being 
owner of the premises either summarily, or in the county court, 
or in the High Court. In the Hammersmith case a Divisional 
Court (Cave and Wits, JJ.) held that the fact that there was a 
triple option made no difference, and that, on the principle of the 
Tottenham case, the six months’ limit applied to the right of action 
in the county court and High Court as well as to summary 
proceedings. But in view of the fact that in the recent Blackburn 
case Lord Justice Cozens-Harpy expressed himself as prepared to 
hold if necessary that the Hammersmith case was wound decided, 
it is necessary to examine it a little more closely, when two things 
which seem to affect its soundness at once become apparent. 
First, it is obvious that the court were not here faced with the 
absurdity previously noticed which confronted the court in the 
Tottenham case. For under this Act both sums above and below 
£50 might be recovered by civil proceedings. Secondly, the 
words ‘‘ owner for the time being” are very similar to those in 
the case of section 77 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1862, 
which, as has been seen, were held in Wortley’s case to preclude 
altogether the application of the Statute of Limitations. The 
decision, therefore, so far as based on. the Zottenham case, seems 
unsound, But it is submitted the court would have proceeded 
on firmer ground if it had had recourse to the fundamental 
principle originally underlying the recovery of such expenses, 
and decided the case on the ground that it was intended that 
the ratepayers who had to pay the rates should be recouped the 
expenses. But even that principle can hardly be relied upon 
now because the Legislature, in providing that future owners 
should be liable, clearly looks to fature payments at a distant and 
uncertain date. 

It is in this state of the law that the case of The Mayor, éc., of 
Blackburn v. Sanderson came before the Court of Appeal, on 
appeal from the judgment of Maruew, J., who had considered 
himself bouud by the Hammersmith case. The question for 
the decision was in principle the same as that in the case of the 
Vestry of Hammersmith v. Lowenfeld, but the actual decision | 
was founded by their lordships mainly on the special wording 
of the Blackburn Improvement Act, 1882. The court 
distinguished the case from the Zottenham case on the ground 
that in that case the right to recover the expenses was conferred 
by one Act and the remedy by a different Act. Vavanan 
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over the Hammersmith case and practically overruled it. 
Srreuina, L.J., said he could not agree with that decision on the 
grounds on which it was based, and Cozens-Harpy, L.J., was 
prepared to hold, if necessary, that the Hammersmith case could 
not be supported and ought not to be followed. Moreover, the 
principle on which Vavenan Wits, L.J., bas fis 
judgment—namely, that if an Act of Parliament gives the 
power to take the remedy in divers courts, that remedy 
will in each court be subject to the lex fort of that 
court, including the limitation of actions, is, it is sub- 
mitted, at any rate fatal to the decision in the Hammer- 
smith case, and seems also to strike at the Zottenham case. In the 
Blackburn Act a summary remedy was given and also a power 
to recover from successive owners and from the owner for the time 
being by action at law in any court of competent jurisdiction. 
Substantially the same question arose as in the Hammersmith 
case, Did the limitation of six months applicable to the 
summary remedy apply equally to the alternative p 
in the High Court? Cozzns-Harpy, J., considered that the fact 
that the Act dealt with ‘‘ successive owners ” was decisive of the 
case. 

lt is submitted that, having regard to the principles on which 
the case was decided, the Hammersmith case must now be con- 
sidered as overruled, and that the courts and the Legislature have 
permanently departed from the “principle which it has been 
previously suggested guided them in keeping to the original 
limitation of six months. The decision will have a far-reaching 
effect. For instance, it seems clear now that paving expenses 
will be recoverable under the Private Streets Works Act, 1892, 
by action at law within the usual period of limitation. Section 
14 of that Act provides that such expenses may be recovered 
‘summarily in a court of summary jurisdiction or as a simple 
contract debt by action in any court of competent jurisdiction 
from the owner for the time being.’ It would be impossible 
successfully to argue in the face of the Blackburn case that the 
six months’ limitation applies to such proceedings. as 
This will afford yet another inducement to local authorities to 
proceed under the Private Streets Works Act in preference to 
section 150 of the Public Health Act, 1875, to which, as has 
been seen, the six monthe’ limitation does seem to apply. But 
the whole matter is in a very anomalous state, like so many 
other questions relating to Public Health, owing to the patch- 
work nature of the legislation on the subject, and this is yet 
another point to be noted for amendment upon a consolidating 


statute being passed. 


VALIDITY OF MARRIAGE. 


Tue decision of Mr. Justice Swixren Eapy in the case of Re 
Bozzelli’s Settlement (ante, p. 318; W. N. 1902, 51) appears to 
have a bearing on the question whether the issue of a colonial 
marriage between a man and his deceased wife’s sister can 
inherit land in England. : : ae: 

An English lady had married an Italian subject ia Italy, and 
prior to such marriage a settlement had been made and the 
settled property had been vested in trustees resident in the 
United Kingdom. Prior to the marri the wife had been 
domiciled in England and the husband in Italy; and we gather 
that the settled property had belonged to the wife, inasmuch as 
the settlement reserved a power to her to appoint one-third of it 
in favour of a subsequent husband and her issue by him. The 
husband and wife lived in Italy, and after a few years the 
husband died, leaving three children of an manne The lady 
remained in Italy, and after an interval married her first husband's 
brother, such brother being also a domiciled italian subject ; 
and there were several of this second marriage. This 
second marriage was shewn to be valid by Italian law. 
Apparently some dispensation was required to give validity to 
it, and this was duly obtained. The lady now desired to exercise 
her power of appointing one-third of the settled ‘fund in favour 


of her second husband and his issue, and a segeggg ards taken 
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It is clear that if the parties had been British subjects 
domiciled in England, the second marriage would have been 
void and there would not have been any lawful husband and 
children in whose favour the power could have been exercised. 
Counsel for the children of the first marriage accordingly cited 
the Acts of Parliament which produced this result, and urged 
that the validity of the marriage ought to be tested by the 
English law. 

The decision, however, was against this contention; the 
learned judge holding that the validity of a marriage was to be 
tested by the law of the domicil of the parties who contracted it, 
the leading cases on the subject being Brook v. Brook (March, 
1861, 9 W. R. 461, 9 H. L. C. 193) and Sottomayor v. De 
Barros (November, 1878, 26 W. R. 455, 3 P. D. 1). In those 
cases marriages had been held void on account of the domicil 
of the parties, although valid by the Jer loci contractus; in the 
present case a marriage invalid by the law of the locality of the 
settlement was upheld on the ground of the law of the domicil 
of the parties. 

It appears to us that the logical conclusion to be drawn 
from this principle is, that a marriage valid by the lex domicilit 
is valid in England for all purposes, including the devolution of 
real estate; but whether it is possible to give effect to this con- 
clusion, having regard to the importance which English law 
assigns to the /¢x situs in matters affecting real estate, is another 
question. 
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CASES OF THE WEEFK. 


Court of Appeal. 


PROPERTY EXCHANGE (No. 1) (LIM.) (Appellants) ». MAYOR, &c., OF 
WANDSWORTH (Respondents), No. 1. 22nd March. 


Merrorotis—Strreet—Pavinc Expenses ~AProRTIONMENT—WIDENING OF 
Strest—Exrense or Pavinc Appep Part—Merropotis MANAGEMENT 
Acts, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 120), ss. 105, 250, ann 1862 (25 & 26 
Vicr. c. 102), ss. 77, 112. 

Appeal from the Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, O.J., and 
Lawrance, J.), upon a case stated by a metropolitan police magistrate. A 
roadway known as Totterdown led out of High-street, Tooting, in an 
easterly direction. For many years prior to 1855 it was a formed road 
sixteen feet wide, used for wheel and foot traffic, and led into meadows 
open only to foot passengers. It was a public thoroughfare, and had been 
repaired since 1855 by the Wandsworth Board of Works, the predecessors 
of the present respondents. It had at the prezent time buildings on both 
sides. On the south side there was a row ot houses which were built about 
1825. The houses or walls now on the north side were the flanking wall 
of. the appellant’s premises, 28, St. Cyprian-street, erected in 1898, the 

ard and premises belonging to an omnibus company, and the flanking 

wall of other premises with a side entrance in Totterdown. In 1898 

the roadway was widened to forty feet, and a new street, known as St. 

peter was made, running into Totterdown from the north. Save 

except the widening and the building of certain houses and flanking 
fences on the north side, Totterdown as mentioned above had not altered 
in character or position or in any other way since the houses on the south 
side were erected. In 1898 the land on the north side was laid out for 
building purposes. In April, 1899, the Wandsworth Board of Works 
resolved to pave Totterdown and apportioned the expenses on the front- 
ages on both sides. The frontagers on the south side resisted on the ground 
that they did not front or abut on a new street, and the magistrate sus- 
tained their objection. The board then passed a fresh resolution to pave 

**a certain new street situate and being Totterdown, on the north side 

thereof,” and apportioned the ses upon the frontagers on the north 

side only. The magistrate held that the apportionment was right and 
ordered the appellants to pay the amount apportioned on them. The 

a ee affirmed this decision. The appellants appealed to the 

ppeal. 

Tue Covert (Coriins, M.R., and Romer and Martuew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. They held that, upon the authority of Richards v. Kessick (57 
L. J. M. ©. 48) and White v. Fulham Vestry (74 L. T. 425), the longi- 
tudinal piece added to the old street was itself a‘ new street” within the 
meaning of section 105 of the Metropolis ent Act, 1855, and 
section 77 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1862, and that the owners 


thereon were liable to bear the expenses of paving it. The expenses 
were therefore properly apportioned among the frontagers on the north 
side only.—Oounset, W. L. Richards; Mattinson, K.C.,and J. C. Earl. 
Souicrrors, F. Du Bois; W. W. Young § Son. 


(Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


WHITBREAD & CO. v. WATT. No. 2. 22nd March. 


Vendor AND PurncHAsER—Resciss1on UnpER Option Contarnep rn Contract 
—Derposrr—Purcuasger’s Lien. 


This was an appeal agaiost a decision of Farwell, J. (reported 49 W. R. 
534; 1901, 1 Ch. 911). The plaintiff«, in Jan , 1897, contracted with 
one Francis Saunders to purchase for £500 a freehold public-house plot on 
a building estate known as the Woodhouse estate. <A deposit of £200 was 
to paid on the signing of the contract, and the balance of £300 was to be 
paid on the completion of the purchase. Tbe purchase was to be completed 
as soon as 300 houses should have been erected on the estate. There was 
no obligation on the vendor to erect 300 houses. There was a provision 
in the contract that if 300 houses should not be erected on the estate 
within two years from the date of the contract, the purchasers should 
have the right, by giving seven days’ notice in writing to the vendor, 
to rescind the agreement, and at the expiration of the seven days 
the agreement should absolutely cease. The plaintiffs paid the £200 
to Saunders on signing the contract. Afterwards Saunders sold the estate 
to one Saxelby, who mortgaged it. In November, 1900, the 
mortgagees sold the estate to Watt (the defendant) with notice of the 
contract of January, 1897. The 300 houses had not been erected, and the 
deposit had not been repaid to the plaintiff. In December, 1900, the 
plaintiffs gave notice to the defendant to rescind their contract, and 
claimed repayment of the deposit. This was refused. The plaintiffs then 
issued a summons claiming a declaration that they were entitled to a lien 
on the plot of land for the deposit, and asking that the lien might be 
enforced by foreclosure or sale. Farwell, J., was of opinion that the 
— were entitled to the lien which they claimed. The defendant 
a § 

¥ He Covrt (VaveHan Wiurams, Srieiine, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ. 
dismissed the appeal. 

Vavenan Wiis, L.J.—I think this appeal must fail. The founda- 
tion of the rule as to lien is to do justice between vendor and purchaser.) 
Havivg read Rose v. Watson (12 W. BR. 585, 10 H. L. O. 672), I must say I 
agree with the appellants’ contention that that decision does not expressly 
carry the lien of a purchaser beyond the case where a contract has gone off 
through the default of the vendor. It is said that the purchaser immediately 
on paying any part of the purchase-money gets a lien or inchoate right, 
and the appellant agrees that the right is vested in the purchaser, but he 
says that it is defeasible not only in the case of the purchaser being in 
default but also in a case where the purchaser elects to rescind the 
contract under the terms of the contract without any default on the part 
of the vendor. I agree that Rose v. Watson does not absolutely negative 
this contention, though I think that the illustration of a mortgage given 
by Lord Cranworth in that case goes a long way to do so, because no one 
would suggest that, if you had a contract giving the purchaser a right to 
rescind, and the purchaser really had a mortgage for the purchase-money 
paid, the purchaser would lose his mortgage because he elected to rescind. 
Then, on the assumption that Rose v. Watson does leave this case open, we 
come to Wythes v. Lee (4 W. R. 184, 3 Drew. 396). 1 think that the 
judgment of Kindersley, V.C., in that case covers tbe present, and 
it follows, in my judgment, that the decision of Farwell, J., is 
right and ought to be affirmed. In thus giving reasons of my 
own I do not mean to depart from the reasons given by Farwell, 
J. I think his judgment was a very clear one, and I was much 
struck by this passage in it: ‘‘I see no reason why a condition 
that, if 300 houses are not built, the purcharer may rescind, 
should be held to differ in any way from the ordinary condition in 
a contract that, if the purchaver makes or insists upon any requisition or 
objection to the title which the vendor is unable or unwilling to comply 
with, the vendor may rescind. There is no default there, but I venture to 
think it would not be arguable. I do not think counsel for the defendant 
contended that the purchaser io such a case would have no right to alien in 
the same way as if the purchase went off by reason of want of title on the 
part of the vendor. It is not default. It is rather misfortune.” To-day 
counsel for the appellant was so pressed with that passage that he did 
argue that the lien would go in such a case, but for the reasons I have 
given, and for the reasons given by Farwell, J., I think this appeal! must 
fail 


Sriniixc and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
¢ffect.—Counse1, Brinton ; Hon. F. Russell. Soxicrrors, H. P. Spottiswoode ; 
Martineau § Reid. 

{Reported by J. I. Sriaiinc, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


THE GROUND-RENT DEVELOPMENT CO. (LIM.) v. WEST. 
Kekewich, J. 13th March. 


Lanp Recisrry—Reoisterep Resruicrions—Mopirications—* BenericiaL 
vo THE Prxsons PrincrpatLy Inrerestep ’’—Consent— LAND TRransFEr 
Act. 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 87), 8. 84—Lanp Tuansrex Act, 1897 (60 & 
61 Vicr. c, 65)—Lanp Transrer Ruves, 1898, 234, 236. 


This was an adjourned summons under section 84 of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1875, as amended by the Land Transfer Act, 1897, for the modification 
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greater = of the Bush Hill Park Estate, Enfield, to the plaintiff com- 
pany. e estate was registered at the Land Registry with an absolute 
title, and was transferred to the plaintiff company by an instrument of 
transfer on which a land certificate was issued to the plaintiff company. 
The defendant's title was free from any restrictions, but on the sale to the 
plaintiff company they had inrerted certain conditions in the purchase 
deed—amongst others the following: (1) that the frontages of houses 
east of St. Mark’s-road should be not less than 16ft., and those west 
of St. Mark’s-road should be not less than 17ft.; (2) that no house 
should be erected which should cost less than £250; (3) that all plots on 
which houses should be erected should contain a superfi area of not 
Jess than 160 square yards. It was, however, found that smaller houses 
were required for the neighbourhood, and the summons under rules 234 
and 236 Land Transfer Rules, 1898, was taken out so as to modify the 
conditions in the following particulars. The minimum building frontages 
should be 15ft., the minimum value of the houses £200, the minimum 
superficial area 100 square yards. The summons was taken out by the 
company, their mortgagees, and certain purchasers of land from the 
company. The defendants consented to the application, and so did 
certain persons who had purchased land from them both before and after 
the sale to the company. Certain other purchasers had not coneented, but 
were not expected to raise any objection. 

Kexkewicu, J, said that section 84 of the Act of 1875 provided that 
conditions once placed on the register could only be modified or discharged 
by order of the court. That implied that the matter must be looked at 
judicially. Then it provided that this could only be done on proof, to the 
satisfaction of the court, that such modification would be beneficial to the 
persons principally interested in the enforcement of such condition. In 
making that provision the Legislature anticipated that in hearing applica- 
tions of this character the court would be governed by its ordinary rules. 
One of those rules was to accept the consent of any party competent to 
consent who appeared by counsel. He did not think that the provision in 
the section, that the court ought to be satisfied that the modification would 
be beneficial to the persons interested, ought to be construed as exclud- 
ing that rule. If the persons interested came to the court and said 
they consented, he did not tee why the court should inquire whether 
that consent was properly obtained or not, or ascertain that that 
which they testified to be beneficial by their consent was in fact beneficial 
tothem. But where no consent was given, then the court had to be 
satisfied that the modification was in fact beneficial. It was not enough 
to say that the persons interested would not be hurt byit. As to these 
particular conditions it was said that this was not the case of a 
building scheme, and he agrecd that it was not a building scheme 
in the ordinary sense. But these conditions were placed on the 
register, and this was a puolic restriction on the use of this land, and 
it was possible that any person buying the land with this restriction 
upon it might attribute importance to the restriction, and might say 
that he would not have bought it if the restriction had not been there. 
The experience of the court in building scheme cases shewed that people 
did regard restrictions of this kind as important. It was said that if the 
size of the houses was reduced a better class of tenant would be secured, 
because he would occupy the house himself instead of sub-letting. That 
was also his own view, but there might be others who took a different one, 
and who would prefer to have tenants who paid a higher rent. Upon the 
evidence before him he could not go against the views of those who were 
entitled to object. Then, who were entitled to object? That depend d 
upon the meaning to be given to the words ‘‘ the persons principally 
iuterested.”” He must assume that all the persons who bought with 
notice of the conditions were interested in the modification. He con- 
fessed that he was unable to understand the meaning of “ principally 
interested.”” Suppose he had come to the conclusion that a purchaser of a 
particular lot was a person whose consent was necessary or who 
must be proved to have benefited by the modification, and then the 
property was mortgaged, who were the persons ‘‘ principally interested,’’ 
the mortgagor or the mortgagee, or both? Then suppose that the 
property was mortgaged again in excess of its value. Who would be 
principally interested then? He thought that all persons who had notice 
of the conditions, which were binding on them ail until modification, were 
persons principally interested. As to the interests of the various persons 
mentioned in the statement, his lordship said he must regard them all as 
persons principally interested, except the purchaser, who had bought land 
from the defendants before the sale to the company and was consequently 
not interested in law, but as to the other parties, he declined to draw any 
distinction between them. The order could only be made subject to the 
consent of all the persons above mentioned, other than that purchaser, 
being obtained.—Counsz1, 7. R, Warrington, K.C., and R. J. Parker ; O. Leigh 
Clare. Soxicrrors, Thorneycroft § Willis. 

Reported by C. W. Map, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


FARMER ». PITT, Byrne, J. 20th March. 


Morrocace —Rapemrtion — ConsoLIpATION—AGREEMENT TO Execute Lroat 
MortTGaGE—PRrovision FOR FURTHER SECURING THE PrincrraL Moneys — 
ENLARGING Securiry —ConveyANCING AND Law or Prorgrty Act, 188] 
(44 & 45 Vier. c. 41), s. 17. 


Originating summons. This was a summons for redemption, and the 
question arose as to the right of the mortgagee to consolidate, On the 15th 


of May, 1899, the plaintiff, Mary Ann Farmer, mortgaged certain houses | acq 


in Walsall andin Wednesbury to the defendant to secure a sum of £900 
advanced to her, with interest. On the 14th of July, 1899, the plaintiff 
deposited certain deeds with the defendant, witha memorandum :igned by her 
that the deposit was with the intent to create an equitable mortgage of the 


advances as should be made to the tiff’s husband. The memorandum 
contained a clause stating that plaintiff to execute to the 
defendant a legal mortgage of the property “‘ with such powers, provisions, 
and in such form as the said F. T. Pitt may require for further securing 
the said principal moneys and interest.’” Neither this memorandum nor 
the mortgage of the 15th of May, 1899, contained any clause expresely 
excluding the o on of section 17 of the Conveyancing and Law of 
Property Act, 1881, which takes away the right of consolidation from the 
mortgagor unless the contrary appears in one of the mortgages desired to 
be consolidated. The defendant — sued the plaintiff 4 res the 
covenant in the mortgage of the 15th of May, the p aol pay the 
moneys due under that mortgage, but the defendant ref to reconvey 
the premises unless the moneys due under the subsequent mortgage of the 
14th of July were also paid. The plaintiff thereupon took out this 
summons for redemption and reconveyance of the property comprised in 
the mortgage of the 15th of May, the moneys due under it having been 
already received by the defendant. 

Byrne, J.—It is said by the defendant that, by virtue of the clause 
in the mortgage of the 14th of July, 1899, he could have required 
the plaintiff to execute to him a legal mortgage in which there 
should be a clause excluding the operation of cluuse 17 of the Con- 
veyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881; and that I must treat 
the case as if a mortgage been actually executed to that effect. 
It is said that the mortgagee is master of the si and that if in 
settling the draft he had required the insertion of a clause of this kind, 
it could not have been contidered unreasonable. It is said that we must 
consider the state of the law before 1881 as shewing that such a clause is 
unreasonable, Since 1881 the ure bas said that the mor 
shall have no right to consolidate a from contract, but t 
the parties may contract that he s have it. Now, what is the 
true meaning of the provision jn the Memorandum? Ic is much the 
same as that in Whitley v. Challis (40 W. R. 291; 1892, 1 Oh. 64), 
where the question arose as to what the mortgagee was entitled to have 
included in the mortgage. Inhis judgment, Fry, L.J. (1892, 1 Ch. p. 72) 
says: ‘* Then it is attempted to enlarge the security - | the words which 
provide for the execution of a formal mortgage, and for the ineerti n 
in that mortgage of such powers, covenants, and provisions as the solicitor 
or counsel for the mortgagee shall advive or require. That clause 
is only intended to give effect to the previous charge, and does 
not enlarge the subject-matter of the charge.’’ That case was 
not the same as this, but-—the reasoning applies here. The 
result of the insertion in the legal mortgage to be ex-cuted under the 
the memorandum of a provision excluding section 17 would be to give the 
mortgagee, in the event of redemption, a right of control over pro 
not included ia his security by means of consolidation. That would be 
enlarging his security, and in my he bas no right to have this 
provision inserted, and consequently has no right to consolidate as he 
claims to do. Tne defendant relied upon the practice of conveyancers as 
to the insertion in mortgages of a provision excluding section 17. The 
evidence is not clear, but the books referred to seem to me to tell as much 
against the existence of such a practice asin its favour. Judgment for the 
plaintiff.—Counsen, Levett, K.C., and Underhill; Rowden, K.\'., and 
Martelli. Soxicrrous, Roweliffe, Rawle, § Co., for J. F. Addison, Walsall ; 
R. H. Bentley, for S. Ward, vudley. 


(Reported by Nevitie Tessurt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE FINCHLEY ELECTRIC LIGHT CO. (LIM.) ». THE FINCHLEY 
URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. Farwell, J. 17th and 18th March. 


Loca GoveRnMeNt—Fee Sriete*or Roap—Srrert—Vestine im Locar 
AvTHoRIryY—Execrric Lieut Company —OverneaD Wires—INicuncrion 
—Puric Heavra Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), 8. 149—Genenar 
Turnpike Act, 1822 (3 Gro. 4, c. 126), s. 84. 


This was an action for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
breaking, cutting, severing, or otherwise interfering with the electric cables 
of the plaintiffs over or across the Regent’s-park-road, Fincbley, or from 
hindering and obstructing the plaintiffs in the erection of electric lines over 
or across roads or streets within the urban district of Finchley. The 
plaintiffs were a limited company incorporated in August, 1900, ey 
offices at 17, South-street, Finsbury, and having as one of the objects 
its formation the supply at Finchley and elsewhere of electricity for 
lighting and other purposes. Since the inco of the company the 
plaintiffs had begun to develop their business in the district of y. 
Un the 19th of April, 1901, a compromice was effected in an action started 
by the defendants, and an order was taken by consent whereby the present 
plaintiffs undertook that they would not without the council's licence open or 
break up any road vested in the council until fourteen days after application 
had been made to the council for liberty to open the in q On 
the 28th of September, 1901, the plaintiffs carried their wires across the 
Regent’s-park-road. On the lst of October the defendants caused the 
wires to cut. The defendants were the Urban District Council of 
Finchley, and they had obtained in 1899 a provisional order from the 
Board of Trade empowering them to the necessary works for 
supp] electricity to the inhabitants of their district. The Regent’s- 
park- was contructed by certaia turnpike trustees under the pro- 
visions of a special Act of Parliament (7 Geo. 4, c. 90). The site of une 
side of the road where the plaintiffs’ wires crossed — of land 
uired by the turnpike trustees under an indenture the Thif 
November, 1828 ‘The said site was duly conveyed to and ve 
turnpike trustees, their heirs and wane, fee simple free from any 
reservations in favour of the owaers of 

reservations. In 1872 the turnpikes were removed from the Regent’s- 





property — in the re | way of collateral security, for a certain 
sum advanced to her by the defendant with interest, and for such further 





park-road, and from 1878 (on the constitution of ow rage bane Board 
and onwards the road was maintained by the ts. 
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tiffe it was contended that the fee simple was not vested in defendants, but 
either in the present real representatives under the deed of the 7th of 
November, 1828, or in the county council under the provisions of the Local 
Government Act, 1888, or in the owners of the adjoining land, or it had 
reverted to the grantor. The Finchley Local Board could not hold the 
fee simple from 1872 up to 1878, as it did not come into existence till the 
latter year. 

Farwe'rt, J.—This case raises the old question as to the mean- 
jogs of the words ‘‘vest’’ and ‘‘street’’ in the Pablic Health Act, 
1875. The true view is that what passed to the defendants was 
**so much of the land in question es is required for the purposes of 
the road considering the nature of the particular purposes in a given 
case.’ His lordship then read portions of the judgments of Lords 
Halsbury and Herschell in The Mayor,’ §c., of Tunbridge Wells v. Baird 
(96 A. C. 434, 45 W. R. Dig. 92), and referred to the case of Rolls v. 
Vestry of St. George (28 W. R. 867, 14 Ch. D. 765). In my option it is the 
duty of the court to construe an Act of Parliament reasonably so as to 
avoid a deadlock. Now, the circumstances of the present case are unlike the 
other cases, ina: much as the street was constructed under the provisions of 
the General Turnpike Act, 1822 (3 Geo. 4, c, 126), and passed by purchase 
to the trustees for the purposes of that Act. It is said that asa result of 
the removal of the turnpikes in 1872 the fee is not vested in the local 
authority, and that the latter only have such an interest in ths road as in 
other cases, where lands have not been acquired for public purposes. 
It appears to me that I am bound to say that this land was required and 
acquired for the purposes of aroad. The legal estate in it was conveyed out 
and out to trustees and it now lies in the real representative of the last 
surviving trustee, who holds for the local authority. The local authority is 
the only poesible cestui que trust. Why should it vest in the adjoining 
owners? There is no resulting use in the conveyance. The other 
suggestion was that the land passed to the county council under sub- 
sections 2 and 6 of section 11, and sections 64 and 68 of the Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1888. This is an extravagant contention. I desire to point 
out that the reasoning on which former cases have been decided is 
inapplicable to the present case because the land here was acquired for 
the purpose of making a road, and the doctrine that a public authority 
should not be presumed to acquire, wituout compensation, greater rights 
than is necessary for their immediate purpose is not applicable to the 
i case. The defendants hold the land for the purposes of a street. 

ve plaintiff had no right to take his wires across the atmosphere above 
the road. and consequently the action is dismissed.—Cownset, Jenkins, K.C., 
and Buckmaster ; Upjohn, K.C., and Chubb, Soxtcrrors, Benham §& Meyer ; 
A. M. M. Forbes. 


{Reported by J. H. Davies, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


R- HIGHETT AND BIRD’S CONTRACT AND VENDOR AND PURCHASER 
ACT. Swinfen Eady, J. 6th, 7th, and 19th March. 


VeNpoR AND Purcnaser—Leaseno.p—Covenant To Reparm Broxken— 
oo rama co cture—Lonpon Buttpine Acts, 1894 ann 1898 (57 & 
58 Vict. c. 213; 61 & 62 Vict. c. 137)—ConvevancIne AC 4: 
& 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 3, sun-secrion hy ee 
Tbis was a summons taken out by the vendor under the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874. The facts and erguments suflici 
the considered judgment. ane ne ee ee 
Swinren Eapy, J.—On the 22nd of June, 1901, Alfred J. Bird wrote to 
Wn. Highett offering £350 for the leasehold house, 142, Friern-road, 
East Dulwich, held for an unexpired term of about eighty years, at a 
ground rent of £7 per annum, and stating that the present tenants informed 
him that their tenancy agreement expired on the 25th of March, 1902. On 
the 24th of June, 1901, Wm. Highett wrote that the lowest possible price 
he could take was £365. On the 25th of June Alfred J. Bird increased 
his offer to £360 adding, ‘‘I shall te glad to hear that you will accept 
this as no doubt you are aware that the house requires sundry repairs.’’ 
This offer was declined, and on the Ist of July, 1901, he agreed to 
purchase for £365. No date was then fixed for completion of the 
purchase. On the 28th of August, 1901, the parties agreed that 
the purchase should be completed on the 27th of September, 
1901, the purchaser stipulating, however, that he was to be at liberty 
to complete at an earlier date. On the evening of the same day, the 
27th of September, 1901, the tenant of the house brought to his 
landlord (the vendor) a notice in writing dated the previous day, which 
had been left on the premises and signed on behalf of the London County 
Council, requiring the owner and occupier of the structure known as 142, 
Friern-road, forthwith to take down, underpin, or otherwise render secure 
the front bay ; also to ehore up the structure immediately. The notice 
was not complied with, and on the Ist of November, 190i, an order was 
made by the Lambeth police-court, under the London Building Acts, 
requiring the owner of the structure to take down or underpin or other- 
wise render secure the front bay to the satisfaction of the district surveyor 
within fourteen days from the service of the order. A copy of that order 
was served on the vendor’s solicitor, Mr. Bartlett, on or about the 8th of 
November, 1901, and on the vendor on or about the 9th of November, 1901. 
The question raised by this summons, issued by the vendor under the 
Vendor and Purchaser, 1874, is, By whom are the costs of complying with 
this order to be borne—by the vendor or the purchaser? It was not 
dw puted that, in the absence of any stipulation on the subject, the vendor 
must bear all expenses and outgoings of property sold down to the time 
when s good title was first shewn so that the purchaser could prudently 
take possession, and as from that time all such expenses and outgoings 
must be borne by the purchaser. This is settled law: Barsht v. Tagg (48 
W. BR. 220; 1900, 1 Ch. 231, at p. 234). On the 6th of November, 1901, 
the last outstanding requisition wascleared up. Mr. Bartlett, the vendor's 


| 








solicitor, wrote to the purchaser’s solicitor on that day that the tenant of 
142, Friern-road would leave at Lady Day, 1902, and this anewer is 
accepted as sufficient, notwithstanding the previous answer on the 14th of 
September, 1901, that the tenant had taken the premises for three years 
from the 24th of June, 1899. The governing date, showing the dividing 
line by which the rights and liabilities of the parties are to be determined, 
is the 6th of November, 1901. It has been contended before me by the 
vendor that ths cost.of complying with the order of the Lambeth Police- 
Court must be borne by the purchaser, and that the purchaser is bound to 
indemnify the vendor against the expense. This contention was based 
upon the fact that the fourteen days within which the work was ordered to 
be done did not begin to run until after the 6th of November, 1901, and, 
therefore, that the vendor was not in default. Reliance was placed upon 
Tubbs v. Wynne (1897, 1 Q. B. 74). In this case an order had been made 
to pull down dangerous buildings, and the twenty-eight days allowed for 
doing the work were on the point of expiring on the 8th of May, 1893, the 
date down to which the vendor agreed by the contract to discharge the 
outgoings. At the trial before the Collins, J., it was held that the liability, 
having been mcurred before the 8th of May, was an “‘ outgoing’’ within 
the meaning of the condition, and that the purchaser, having paid the 
amount, was entitled to recover from the vendor the sum so paid. The 
vendor relied upon this case in his favour; and contended that as tle 
order to execute the work had not in the present case beer. served on the 
6th of November, 1901, the cost of the necessary work was not an out- 
going to be bome by him, but that the expenses incurred arose 
after the 6th of November, 1901, and therefore must be borne by 
the purchaser. He insisted, moreover, that the expenses of the work 
did not become a charge upon the property until the completion of 
the work. Thisargument does not touch the principle upon which, ia my 
judgment, the present case falls to be decided. The sale is of a leasehold 
house, the lease containing a covenant to keep the buildings in good and 
substantial repair and condition. The sale is under an open contract, so 
that the purchaser is entitled to proof that the covenants and conditions in 
the lease have been performed and observed up to the 6th of November, 
1901. Under the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 8. 3, sub-section 4, upon pro- 
duction of the receipt of the last payment due for rent, the purchaser is to 
assume, unless the contrary appears, that all the covenants of the lease 
have been duly performed up to actual completion. But in the present 
case the contrary does clearly appear. There is no dispute that on the 6th 
of November, 1901, the covenant before mentioned had been broken, and 
that a portion of the buildings was to much out of repair as to 
dangerous and to justify the action taken by the London County Council. 
The vendor contended that although the premises were out of repair the 
purchaser had notice of their state and condition before entering into the 
contract. The result of the evidence is that the purchaser did inspect the 
premises before agreeing to purchase and saw some cracks there, but that 
these afterwards increased to such an extent that the premises became in 
dangerous condition by the 4th of September, 1901, aud remained so until 
after the 6th of November, 1901. The knowledge of the purchaser 
of the state of the property at the date of the contract does not, 
however, appear to me to be material, as it has been held that the obliga- 
tion to make a good title to leaseholds is not removed by the 
knowledge of the purchaser at the time of the sale that the title was 
bad by reason of the breach of a covenant t» repair, Burnett v. Wheeler) 
(7 M. & W. 364). The vendor then insisted that the purchaser could not | 
object to the breaches of covenant as the receipt for the ground. rent had | 
been produced, and he relied upon the cases of Bull v. Hutchins (11 W. R. | 
366, 32 Beav. 615), and Lawrie v. Lees (30 W. R. 285, 7 A. U. 19, at p. 32); 
but in both those cases the purchaser was bound by the condition of the 
contract to accept the last receipt for rent as conclusive evidence that the 
covenants had been performed, whereas under the Conveyancing Act the 
receipt is only primd facie evidence, and when the contrary appear the) 
receipt cannot be relied upon. The result is that between vendor and) 
purchaser of the leaszhold house I decide that the expense referred to’ 
in paragraph 3 of the summons, 1n respect of which the vendor is clearly 
liable under the covenant in the lease, mu:t ba borne by the vendor and 
cannot be thrown by him upon the purchaser.—CovnseL, Eve, K O., and 
Ford; W.M. Spence. Sourscrtons, J. Bartlett ; J. T. Anthony. 

Reported by J. F. Cars, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
ANDREW v. GROVE Div. Court. 19th March. 
Pracrice—County Court —Costs—Counry Court Jupce Has No Jurispic- 


Tiox TO Make a Svuccessrut Derenpant Pay Puartnrivr’s Costs—Tue 
County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), s. 113. 


Appeal by defendant from the judge of the Plymouth and East Stone- 
house County Court. The action, which was brought in the High Oourt 
and remitted to the county court, was to recover from the defendant, 4 
commision agent, £90, being the amount of a debt. The defendant by 
his defence pleaded (1) tnat it was a betting transaction within 
the Gaming Act, 1845, and (2) that the odds were never laid, on 
the ground -that it was tco late, At the trial the plaintiff called 
the defendant as her own witness, and the learned judge held that 
as she had done eo she was bound by his statements, though in his 
the judge’s opinion, they were a tissue of lies, and he therefore gave 


| judgment for the defendant, but ordered him to pay the plaintiffs’ costs. 


‘The defendant now appealed as to so much of the order as related to costs 
on the ground that there was no rule which empowered a county court 
judge to order a successful defendant pay the plaintiff's costs; 





and further, that, under section 18 of the Gaming Act, 1845, the P 
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plaintiff had no right to bring the action. For the respondent 
it was contended that section 113 of the County Courts Act, 
1888, gave a county court judge the same power as to costs 
as section 5 of the Judicature Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 44), gave 
to the High Court. Section 5 enacted that the corts of ‘all b negeor ay 
in the Supreme Court . . ._ shall be inthe discretion of the court or 
judge, and the court or judge shall bave full power to determine by whom 
and to what extent such costs are to be paid,’’ and therefore, that section 
enlarged the discretion given by the Rules of the Supreme Court (ord. 65, 
r. 1), under which Dicks v. Yates (18 Ch. D: 76) and Foster v. Great 

Western Railway (30 W. R. 398, 8 Q B.D. 515) were decided. See Re 
Fisher (42 W. R. 241; 1894, 1 Uh. 53, 450). 

Tue Covrr (Lord A.versrone, C J., and Daruine and CHanneLt, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atversrone, C.J., in giving judgment, said this power, now 
claimed for the first time. did not exist in the county court judge. The 
proposition on bebalf of the respondent was a startling ove. Section 113 
of the County Oourts Act, 1888, could not be construed as giving the 
county court judge the power claimed. That section provided that ‘‘ all 
the costs of any action or matter in the court . ~. . shall 
be paid by or apportioned between the parties in such manner 
as the court shall think just. and in default of any special 
direction sball abide the event of the action or matter. . . .” 
But in order that such judicial discretion could be exercised a right of 
action or a right of defence must have been established. He, the learned 
judge, thought that ‘right to bring an action”’ meant “right to succeed 
in an action” and not merely “right to issue a writ.’”’ The Judicature 
Act of 1890, which gave the High Uourt the power now claimed, for the 
county court bad nothing to do with the present case. He, the learned 
judge, came to the conclusion that where the defendant was succersful in 
an action in the county court the judge had no jurisdiction to order him 
to pay the plaintiff’s costs. 

Darurne and CHaNNnett, JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed. Judgment 
for defendant without corts.—Counsg1t, R. F. Colam; J. Ashton Cross. 
Souicrrors, Taylor, Willcocks, & Lemon, for J. G. Jackson, Plymouth; Riddell 
$ Co., for T. H. Geake, Plymouth. 


[Reported by E. G. Srittwett, Esq , Barrister-at-Law } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re HASLAM & HIER-EVANS. C.A. No, 2. 20th March. 


So.tcrrorn—Uosts—Taxation — SurcHarGR — Commission REcBIvVED BY 
Soticirok with Kwnowiepce or OLrent—BarGaIN wiTtH COLIENT— 
INDEPENDENT ADVICE. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported ante, p. 
233). The facts were asfollows: Mr. Haslam, a eolicitor, on or mts? 
9th of January, 1899, received from Mr. B. Elliot, the owner of a patent, 
a commission note, under which Mr. Elliot promised, in the event of Mr. 
Haslam’s introducing a purchaser whose terms Mr. Elliot might accept, 
to pay Mr. Haslam the sum of £250 out of a purchase price of £3,750, 
£300 out of £4,000, andto on. Mr. Haslam introduced the patent to Mr. 
uhleen, a gentleman for whom Mr. Haslam and his partner, Mr. Evans, 
had in several matters been acting as solicitors. Tbis was on or about the 
llth of January. Mr. Ohlsen instructed Mr. Haslam to make an appoint- 
ment for him to see the patented article, and on the 17th of January Mr. 
Haslam and his partner accompanied Mr. Ohlsen to Harley-street 
for the inspection. On their return Mr. Haslam shewed the commission 
note to his client, who thereupon stated that he should not 
pay the lowest price therein mentioned, and that, if he could not 
get the patent ata much lower price he should not buy. Mr. Haslam 
said that he and his partner explained to Mr. Ubleen that they were not 
quite satisfied with the commission note signed by Mr. Elliot, which was 
not as liberal as a note which they had submitted to Mr. Elliot, and 
thereupon, in consideration of a promise by Mr. Ohlsen to allow them a 
reasonable commission in case they were unable to obtain any commission 
under the original note, promised to accept the note for what it was worth, 
and not to insist «n obtaining a more satisfactory note from Elliot. It 
appeared from the bill of costs that Messrs. Haslam & Evans received the 
instructions of Mr. Ohlsen to try to negotiate with Mr. Elliot for a 
reduction of price, and they did so, and eventually effected a purchase. 
Messrs. Haslam & Evans subsequently sued the vendor for the commission. 
He paid £210 into court and the solicitors accepted it. The question then 
arose whether the solicitors were entitled to retain the commission received 
from the vendor. Kekewich, J., decided in favour of the solicitors. The 
executors of the client, who had died before the present summons was 
issued, appealed. 

Tax Cover (Vavcnan Witiiams, Strativc, and Cozens-Harpy, L JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Vaveuan Wituiams, L J., stated the facts, and continued : It is plain 
that Messrs. Haslam & Evans were attempting to serve two masters, and 
that one master, Mr. Ohlsen, knew this, and the other, Mr. Elliot, did 
not. I think that, if the truth had been known, Mr. Elliot would never 
have paid the £210 into court, I think that the claim on Mr. Elliot ought 
never to have been made. I do not see how we can order money to be 

by Mesers. Haslam & Evans to Mr. Oblsen’s executors which Mesers. 
am & Evavs wrongfully obtained, to the knowledge of Mr. Oblsen, 
from Mr. Elliot. But, even putting aside the consideration that the money 
Was wrongfully obtained, and that in pari delidto potior est conditio possidentis, 
I further think that the e tors of Mr. Uhilsen are not entitled to treat 
the £210 paid by Mr. Elliot to Messrs. & Evans as money 


is no ground for saying that the £210 was a secret profit. Tne only other 
possible view which, in my judgment, could support the contention that 
Mr. Uhlsen’s executors are entitled to have the benefit of this payment is 
that the £210 was something put on the price by the vendor, and that Mr. 
Obleen, in allowing Mr. Haslam to keep this sum, was making a gift to 
his solicitor, which he was not entitled to keep, baving regard to_ his 
position as solicitor for the donor. I do not thiok on the evidence that it 
was a gift. It was a payment for a service. Mr. Uhisen in effect said to 
his solicitor, ‘‘Keep the sum which the vendor puts on the price to 
psy your commission, but you must, in consideration of this, serve me and 
not him.” Tre case therefore does not fall within O'Brien v. Lewis (11 
W. R. 318). The appeal must be dismissed, but, I think, without cos's. 
Srizuixc, L J.—All transactions between solicitor and client, which 
reeult in the colicitor’s obtaining a benefit for himself, are a by 
courts of law to strict scrutiny, when called in question by the client, and 
are treated as imposing obligations on the solicitor of greater or lees 
stringency. In some cases the obligation goes so far as almost to bind the 
solicitor to abstain altogether from a transaction of the kind. Thus a 
solicitor may not accept from his client, while the relation of solicitor and 
client exists, remuneration for his professional services beyond that to 
which he is legally entitled. Of the application of this rule O'Brien v. 
Lewis is a striking example. In the majority of cares, however, 
tbe law does not exact so much. A solicitor may, for example, purchase 
from his client, but there is imposed on him the burden of proving that his 
client was fully informed, and duly aud honestly ad , and that the 
price was just: see Holman v. Loynes (2 W. R. 205, 4 D. M. & G. 270). In 
the class of caves of which Edwards v. Meyrick (2 Hare 60) is a type, it is 
necessary that the solicitor should establish that he and his client were 
“substantially at arm’s length and on ap equal yong tlt» present 
case the solicitors were retained by Mr. O , now , to act for 
him in negotiating and carrying into effect the purchase of certain patent 
rights. The solicitors had obtained from the vendor a commission note, 
under which they were entitled to a certain commission in the event of 
their introducing to him a purchaser. This commission note was handed 
to Mr. Ohlsen, and remained in his possession for some days previously 
td che contract of sale being entered into. The —— was carried 
into effect, and the solicitors, with Mr. Ohlsen’s ledge, recovered 
payment of the commicsion from the vendor. After this Mr. Ubleen 
died, and subsequently to his death the solicitors delivered a bill of costs 
to his executore, who have an order for its taxation. In the 
course of the taxation the executors have sought to — the solicitors 
with the amount of the commiesion received by them, the question is 
whether they are entitled so to do, Ido not think that the rule 
in O’Brien v. Lewis governs this case, for the commission was paid, not by 
the c ient, but by the vendor as remuneration for services rendered to him. 
On the other hand, I think that the less stringent rule discusred in 
Edwards y. Meyrick does apply. I am fortified in this opinion 
by Lyddon v. Moss (7 W. R. 433, 4 De G. & J. 104). There er, 
L.J., bolds that interet on costs, although in a sense an addition 
to remuneration allowed by law, may be bargained for, but only subject to 
the like obligations on the part of the solicitor as any other bergain. I 
think, therefore, that in the t case the 
obligation to give the clieut full information, and to advise him, if and so 
far as necessary, with reference to the commission note. The solicitors 
have established that they did give bim full information, but, if leg+l 
advice was necessary to be given by them, there is no evidence of their 
having given it. If the solicitors had not it is — 
clear that the client would have been entitled to recover the amount 
them, but no case has been cited to shew that a person can recover @ protit 
received, with fall knowledge on his part, by one standing in a fiduciary 
position towards him. It was unnecessary that the solicitors should 
inform the client that they would have been liable to him if they had not 
given him the information which they did, and, so far as I have as yet 
stated the fac's, more was not required of them. It appears, however, that 
the solicitors not only received the commission which they received from 
the vendor with the knowledge of their client, but bargained with bim that 
they should be allowed what is termed a reasonable commission 
the suggested amount was £250) from himself in the event of their not 
being able to recover a from the vendor. To that state of 
things the more stringent rule to which I have referred does 
to apply. In O’Brien v. Lewis the promise of additional * renumera- 
tion appears to have been volunteered by the client, and Lord 
Westbury says that the solicitors ought to have said that they 
could accept no such thing, and that it was the bounden duty 
of the solicitors not to accept such a Still more was it the duty of 
the solicitors in the present case to a from m such a 
they did. Since the date of the decision in O'Brien v. the A 
and Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1870, has been passed, and solicitors 
may make bargains with their clients as to their remuneration, which were 
vionsly inadmissible, but such agreements are fenced by pe 
mposed by the Legislature, which have not been observed by the 
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in the present case, nor were they brought to the notice of the client, Itis 
quite true that the bargain has not been enforced, and in the events which 
happened. came to nothing ; but the fact of its existence affords some 
evidence that the solicitors and their client were not at arm's length 
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and on an equal footing. It appears to me, however, 
stances the remedy of the client ie not torecover the amount of 
paid to the solicitors by the vendor, but to set aside the 
bimself and the solicitors. That relief cannot, however, 
a pee I think, therefore, that the 
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received to Mr. Ohlsen’s use, or in any way to surcharge them. There 
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Cozens-Harpy, L.J., raid that be had had an opportunity of reading the 
judgment of Vaughan Williams, L.J., which eo entirely expressed his own 
view that he would not add anything.—Cownsex, Wilkinson ; J. B. Matthews. 
Boxtcrrors, Greenop § Son ; Haslam §& Hier Evans. 

Reported by J. I. Stiriinc, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Notice. 
A eprcial general meeting of the members of the Incorporated Law 
Society will be held in the hall of the society on Friday, the 25th of April, 


at 2 p.m. precisely. 
By order, (Signed) E. W. Wii11amson, Secretary. 





THE GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR, 


The annual statement 1901-1902, which has just been issued, refers, 
among otber matters, to the following : 

The Compilation and Publication of the Cause Lists in the King's Bench 
Division.—Ic will be remembered tnat the last annual statement of the 
Council dealt at length with this matter, and recommenced various 
addiuons and amendments to the resolutions of the judges, dated the 24th 
ot May, 1894, and to the official regulations for the issue of weekly Jists at 
Nisi Prius, which were tet out in the annual statement, and as there 
stat-d, submitted to the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief Justice, who 
promised to give the same their careful consideration. Subsequently 
copies were furnished for the use of the judges of the King’s stench 
Division. The Council have reason to believe that their recommendations 
have been under the consideration of the judges, but they have not yet 
received information as to whether any decision on the matter has so far 
been arrived at. 

Re The Appointment and Duties of the Masters of the Supreme Court.—The 
Council having appointed a special committee to inquire into and report 
upon the alteration of the appointment and duties of the masters of the 
Supreme Court, the committee presented the following report, which was 
adopted by the Council: ‘‘ Your committee have been iuformed that a 
Ceutral Taxing Department in the Royal Oourts of Justice bas been 
brought into existence, to which the taxation of all costs in the King’s Bench 
aud Chancery Divisions of the High Uourt is referred. To this department 
have been transferred the taxing-masters of the Chancery Division, and 
three masters to be taken from the King’s Bench Divirion. Two at least of 
these three masters are, the committee understand, to be solicitors, so that at 
least two posts for appointment to which barristers have hitherto been 
etigible and have usually been selected, will. be henceforward filled 
exclusively by members of the other branch of the profession. Your 
committee regret that it was not thought right to give the Council an 
opportunity of expressing their opinion upon a change of this importance 
before it was resolved upon, and think that in future provision should be 
made for rendering barristers eligible for offices other than taxing 
mastersbips in the High Court of Justice similar to those from which by 
this alteration they have been excluded. If the Council ree fit to adopt 
this report your committee recommend that its purport rhould be 
communicated to the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, and the 
Marter of tne Rolls.’’ In accordance with the recommendation of the 
committee, the purport of their report has been brought to the notice of 
the Lord Uhancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, and the Master of the Rolls. 

Special Fees at Assizes.—It will be remembered that in the annual state- 
ment for 1899-1900 the Council reported as follows: “That the universal 
practice of the circuits since June, 1876 (when the matter was considered 
by a joint committee of all the circuits), is to require that a counsel going 
special on to one circuit from another circuit should if a Queen’s Counsel 
have a special fee of 100 guineas, and if a junior a epecial fee of fifty 
guineas, in addition to the brief fee, and that one member of the circuit 
should be employed on the side on which the counsel comes special. ‘The 
leaders of the Uhancery bar approve of a rule that a similar practice should 
be adopted in the case of a Uhancery Queen’s Counrel appearing on any 
circuit of which he is not a member, but the juniors of the Chancery bar 
who are not members of any circuit claim the right to hold a brief in any 
case commenced in the Chancery Division which is tried on circuit. The 
Council recommend that the rule should be, that the amount of special 
fees should be as above, and that one member of the circuit should be 
employed on the side where the counrel comes special ; and the Chancery 
juniors who are not members of any circuit should be allowed to hold 
briefs in cases commenced in the Ohancery Division in which they have 
drawn the pleadings, but which are tried on circuit. provided that one 
member of the circuit be employed with them.’’ The Council have to 
report that they have since received resolutions from all the circuits 
declining to adopt the recommendation of the Council that Chancery 
juniors who are not members of any circuit should be allowed to hold 
briefs without a special fee in cases commenced in the Chancery Division 
in which they have drawn the pleadings, but which are tried on circuit, 
provided that one member of the circuit be employed with them. 


Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., M.P., will preside at the annual meeting of the 
bar, which will be held in the old dining-hall, Lincoln’s-inn, on Tuesday, 
the 15th of April, at 4.15. 





COMPANIES. 
ATLAS ASSURANCE TCOMPANY, 
Annvat Court. 


The avnual general court of proprietors of tie Atlas Assurance 
Company (Limited) was held on ‘Tuerday at the company’s house in 
Cheapside, Mr. C. A. Prescorr, the chairman, presiding. 

The report stated that in the life department 501 policies were issued, 
assuring £265,609, at annual premiums of £9,926 18s. 1ld., and siogle 
premiums of £4,150 23, 3d., of which £7,500 was reassured at annual 
premiums of £425, leaving the net new sums assured for the year £258,109, 
with annual premiums of £9,501 18s. 1ld., and single premiums of 
£4150 2s. 3d. There were issued in addition 10 leasehold policies for 
£10,500 at aunual premiums of £347 8s. 5d. Proposals for £27,107 were 
declined. Claims arose under 163 life policies for £105,567 16s 3d., in- 
including bonus additions, asum much within the amount expected. In 
addition 12 endowment assurances for £4,039 4s., 4 endowments for £400, 
and 2 leasehold assurances for £800 matured. Tne premium income 
amounted to £160,668 134. 10d. The balance of the year’s revenue, after 
providing for claims, expenses, and other outgoings, was £52,573. In 
the fire department the net premiums were £461,963 9s, and the losses 
amounted to £280,550 18s. 6d, being 60°7 per cent. of the premiums. 
The surplus for the year, being balance of profit and loss account, was 
£44,289 16s. 4d., which the directors had resolved to apply as follows: 
(1) In payment of a dividend for the year of 243. per share (being 24 per 
cent. on the original paid-up capital), free of income tax, £28,800, of which 
5s. per share was paid as an interim dividend on the 27th of September; 
the balance of 19s. per share would be payable on and after the 26th inst. 
(2) In adding to the fire fund £15 000, and to the reserve fund £489 16s, 4d., 
making a total of £44,289 16s. 4d. The fire and reserve funds would then 
stand at £489,267 103.; the total arsets of the company now amounted 
to £2,483,661 13s. 2d. In pursuance of the resolution of the extra- 
ordinary general court of proprietors, held on the 26th of March, 1901, 
the company was incorporated on the 14th of June last by registration 
under the provisions of the Companies Act, 1862, as a company limited by 
shares. 

Mr. S. J. Pirxry, general manager and secretary, having read the 
notice convening the meeting, 

The Cuarrman said: Gentlemen,—I should Jike to make a few remarks 
with regard tothe report before I put it tothe meeting: You will see in the 
fire account there is a growth of income of some £25,000. This is partly 
from new sources of business, but it is aiso from increased rates which 
have been in operation in various sections of our business where heavy 
losses have made such increase necessary. The losses work out at 60°7 per 
cent.—ab ut 1 per cent. higher than the previous year; the cost of 
workirg the fire business has been reduced by a little more than } per 
cent. mainly owing to our having discontinued certain sections of unprofit- 
able business where the cost of procuring the business had been heavy and 
we have more than made up the business thus given up by new business 
at a smaller cost. The surplus for the year on the fire account is £25,500. 
There is just about £1,000 less than the previous year. Considering the 
enormous number of fires which have taken place during 1901 we do not 
consider this account altogether unsatisfactory, especially as it enables us 
with other sources of income shewn in the profit and loss account to provide 
for the same dividend as last year, and add some £15,489 to the fire reserve 
funds. Those funds will then stand, as stated in the account, at £489,000 in 
round figures, which represents about fifty three weeks’ fire premium income, 
As regards the life account our increase of premium income is £3,500, 
although the new business has been so much smaller this year owing to the 
unsettled state in which our agents and connections were kept for some 
months of last year through various rumours which were flying about. 
The interest and dividends are only some £200 less that the previous year 
and the extra 2d. in the pound in the income tax which we have had to 
pay accounts for about £500, and as you are all aware certain classes of 
home securities have been paying smaller dividends; al] this will account 
for the drop of £200 in our mterest m spite of the fact that there has been a 
larger fund invested. Ourclaims have been some £17,000 less than the pre- 
vious year and more than £50 000 less than what we might have expected. 
The commission and the expenses together work out also at about one- 
third of one per cent. less than the previous year, so that the transactions 
of the life department result in an excees ot income over expenditure of 
£52,5783—£20,000 of which has been carried to the life investment reserve 
fund, and the balance is left to increaee the ordinary life fund by a sum 
of £32,000. I thitk you will consider it satisfactory that the life revenue 
account should shew a surplus on the year—in round figures—of £52,500 
Turning to the balance-sheet, Iam happy to say that the market value of 
the proprietors’ investments at the 3lst of December last was nearly 
£14,000 above the figures ehewn in the balance-sheet before you. With 
regard to life investments, some of the items in that balauce-sheet are still 
below the market value, and others are above. Meantime, as you will see, 
we have built up a special life reserve fund, which now stands at about 
£50,000, to cover any possible depreciation which we may experience 
sbould we have to he any of these securities before the close of the 

resent quinquennium. As you will have seen from the report, we are 
osing our esteemed colleague, Mr. John Oliver Hanson, who has sat 
continuously on this board for the last thirty-seven years, and for the last 
twenty-tbree has been a trustee of the company. In Mr. Goschen, whose 
election will be proposed to you shortly, we believe we shall have a 
colleague worthy to succeed Mr. Hanson, and likely to benefit the company. 
With regard to our fire business, what we want is more business of a select 
nature, the non-hazardous business of this dom, and here our share- 


holders could help us materially. You will also notice from the report 
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that the company was incorporated on the 14th of June last by registration 
as a limited company. The proprietors fully understood the step before 
authorizing the same, and I need say nothing more than that the directors 
are entirely satisfied as to the wisdom of the course they have taken. In 
very many ways great convenience and saving of time and expense 
will accrue. The only regrettable feature about it is the cost of 
the transaction ; you will see this is put in the profit and loss account 
at some £4,600—more than £3,000 of which was the fee paid to the 
Government for the privilege of doing it; this is, however, unavoid- 
able, and will be recouped, we believe, in the course of years. 


- It would not seem right to close my remarks without making an allusion 


to the recent attempt an amalgamating with the Phoenix Insurance Oo. 
As you will remember, the matter was very fully explained to you at the 
special meeting held in September last, and acting upon the authority 
given by the shareholders the necessary steps were proceeded with. We 
knew of certain difficulties, but, acting upon counsel’s advice, we thought 
we saw a way through them ; it was found, however, consequent upon the 
decision of the Court of Chancery, whose approval we were compelled by 
law to obtain, that a very long delay—probably eighteen months —would 
have to take place before the amalgamation could be accomplished 
and during all that time there would be no certainty that 
at the end of the time the amalgamation would be permitted 
The board therefore very carefully reviewed the position and felt 
that the best interests of the company would be served by at once 
breaking off negotiations rather than subjecting the is and 
connections of the company to suspense for so long a period with the 
possibility all the time ot its finally being frustrated. Accordingly we have 
abandoned all thoughts of amalgamation, which amalgamation did not 
originate with ourselves and was not sought by us. We believe our 
company to be thoroughly sound, having a valuable and growing connection, 
and we propose to continue our career of cautious development, to build 
up our reserves proportionate to the growth of our business and to make 
the name of the Atlas more than ever respected and trusted all the world 
over. I shall be glad to hear the remarks of any shareholder and will 
endeavour to answer them, I beg to move the adoption of the report, 

* Mr. J. P. Currie (deputy-chairman) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Monracvz Henuerr said he saw nothing in the account as to any 
remuneration to the staff for tle extra work they must have had in connection 
with the amalgamation proceedings. 

The Szcrerary said the directors had treated the staff, as they always did, 
very handsomely in the matter. Naturally this would not be set out in the 
accounts. 

The report was unanimously adopted, 

On the motion of Mr. Freperick GRrENE, seconded by Mr. F. ALBxanpER 
Jounston. the retiring directors—viz., the Chairman, the Deputy-Uhairman, 
and Mr. W. Cotton Curtis, were re-elected. 

Un the motion of the Derury-CHarmman, seconded by Mr. Garpinsr, 
Mr. W. H. Neville Goschen was elected a director in the place of Mr. 
J. Oliver Hanson, who went out of office in rotation, and did not eeek 
re-election. 

On the motion of Mr. G. Smirson, seconded by Mr. W. Suvrson, the 
auditors, Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Oo., were re-elected. 

On the motion of Mr. Riper, seconded by Mr. Hexrssrz, a vote of 
thanks was paseed to the chairman and directors. 

Mr. W. Hunter moved a vote of thanks to the general manager and 
secretary and to the staff. It was a matter of congratulation that the 
company possessed such a staff. 

Mr. J. 8. Cox seconded the motion, and it was carried. 

The Secretary, returning thanks, said he bad been glad to hear the 
chairman’s reference to the foreign representatives. They would read the 
accounts of the meeting, and it would be a source of inspiration to them in 
working for the benefit of the company. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Ricuarp Homes, town clerk of Arundel, 
and a member of the firm of Messrs. Holmes, Lear, & Beldam, solicitors, 
of Arundel, Littlehampton, Crawley, and Pulborough. Mr. Holmes was 
admitted in 1880, and succeeded his father as town clerk of Arundel som: 
years ago. Ie was also clerk to the borough aud county magis'rates, and 
clerk to the Lyminster School Board. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvurions. 


Rosext Hanvine Miuwaxp, Jonn Henry Mitwanp, and Onances Farrrax 
Oxowpae, eolicitors (Milward & Oo.), Birmiogham. So far as regards the 
said Charles Fairfax Crowder, who retires from the eaid fira. March 17. 


Rozext Hanvixc Miu.warp, Joun Henny Mrwarp, Caanres Farrrax 
Crowpzr, and Cuantrs Prrenr, solicitors (Milward & Oo.), Mowbray 
House, Norfolk-street, Strand, London. So far as r: gards the said Charles 
Fairfax Orowder, who r-tires from the said firm. March 17. 

[ Gazette, March 21. 
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GENERAL. 
The Royal Acsent was given on Tuesday in last week to the Consolidated 
Fund (No. 1) Bill. 





Lord Ashbourne will preside at the annual dinner of the United Law 
Society, which will take place at the Hotel Cecil on Thursday, April 24 
next. 


The names of the candidates for the vacant position of Town Clerk of 
the City continue to be received at the Guildhall. Am the latest are, 
says the Zimes, the following: Mr. A. A. . ter, who repre- 
seated the Peckham division of Camberwell in Parliament from 1885 t> 
1892; Mr. J. H. Ellie, the town clerk of Plymouth and a former town 
clerk of Southport; and Mr. E. Mawdesley, the town clerk of Croydon, 
who for many years oc2upied a similar position at Dewsbury. 


A Bill which was recently introduced in the Quebec Legislatare, seek- 
ing to restrict appeals to the Imperial Privy Council, having met with strong 
opposition from members of the bar and from leading corporations has, 
says the St. James's Gazette, been withdrawa by its proposer. The chief 
members of the Government also opposed the measure, the introduction of 
which was due to the reversal by the Privy Council of the decisions of all 
the Canadian courts in the case of Roy v. The Canadian Pacific Railway. 


The question of the right of a women to practise law in Maryland is, seys 
the Albany Law Journal, settled in the opinion of Chief Justice McSherr 
in the cass of Re Maddox (50 Atlantic ater, 487). The court holde 
that the right to practise law is not a natu ht, inherent in 
everyone, but 1s dependent upon legislative aye pat out that 
the constitution provides that male citizen of Maryland possessing 
specified qualifications might be itted to practice. The amendment of 
1898 changes the method of admission, but makes no change ia the class of 
persons entitled to admission. Considerable stress was laid upon the fact 
that the Code declares that the masculine gender includes all genders 
except where such construction would be absurd or unreasonable. The 
court holds, however, that since women @re not eligible to practise law at 
the common law, and statutes in derogation taereof ara to be strictly 
constru+d, this article of the Oode cannot be construed to mean an 
authorization for the admission of women, 


Mr. Justive Wills presided at the annual meeling of the Metropolitan 
Discharged Prisoners’ Aid Society, held last week. In moving the adoption 
of the repor:, he said taat the society did an admirable work and deserved 
sympathy and support. Many discharged prisoners were dealt with 
who were not properly termed crimtnals, but who might become so if a 
helping hand were not held out to them. A large number of the cases 
were those of first cffenders. Thess formed the more hopeful portion of 
the community in which the organization was interested. It was found 
that 60 or 70 per cent. of their uuccessful cases were made up of first 
offenders Of those who bad been twice to prison the percsutage was 
enormously diminished. He thought it was extremely desirable to prevent 
people from going back to prison again avd og! as, from his experience, 
tbose who did so were hopelessly ruined The Lord Ohiet Justice, in second- 
ing the motion, said that the society was doing a very great deal for the poor 
men and women who were discharged from prison, which was the time 
when they needed help. Sir Robert Anderson supported the resolution, 
and it was agreed to. 


In the City of London Court, oa the 17th inst., in an action for calls on 
shares in a company, judgment was entered for the defendant, with costs, 
Mr. Armitige, the solicitor for the plaintiffs, asked for leave to appaal, as 
the case was of importance to a large number of persons. The judge, 
according to the City Press, eaid he did not like to give leave in such a 
cise. It had been conducted before him by a solicitor, and in the 
Divisional Court couasel only had audience. It was not fair to the judge 
who had heard the case in the county court for it to bs argued ia 
Divisional Court by someone who was not in it in the court below. If 
Mr. Armitage could be heard in the Divisioaal Court he would give leave 
to appeal. Mr. Armitaze hoped that that would not be laid down asa 
rule. It would be very hard on all the solicitor-advocates who practised 
there. The judge said he must consider his own position in regard to the 
matter. Mr. armitage said he would not b» allowed to raise by nis couasel 
in the Divisional Court any points which he himeelf had not taken before 
the judge in the city court. It was only because the amount ia that case 
happened to be uoder £20 that he wanted the leave of the court. If he 
brought another action in one of the other céses where the sum in question 
was over £20, he could appeal without leave. The judge thought that had 
better be done. He refused to give leave to appeal. 


At a meeting of the Institute of Secretaries held last week a lecture was 
delivered by Mr. W. Rawlins, KC, on ‘‘ The Companies 
Clauses and Companies Acts.” Mr. Rawlins said that the question 
naturally arose as to why there existed, side by side, two classes of com- 
panies—one governed by the Olauses Act and the other by the Oompanics 
Act. The former were companies—such as railway and canal companies— 


companies 
becams numerous, it was found desirable, in order to secure uniformity, to 
embody a set of provisions in one Act, and to make it generally ap 
to all compinies ftom time to time incorporated by 
Acts. This was the Oom 
promoters of a host of other companies who wished to obtain the advan- 
tages of incorporation —— Soe the trouble and expense of 


applying to Parliameut bad in extorting an increasing measure 
ot recognition from the Legislature. The principle of limites ty was 
applied to registered companies. Both classes were joint stock companies, 


and enjoyed, or might doro, the ad 
Sith, Uroited ability pheaiee that fact b the word “ limited * 
wi em y “ ’ 
at the end of their names. He then 
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resemblances and differences between the two classes of companies. A 
discussion followed. 


At the Bow-street police-court on the 20th inst., says the Zimes, Albert 
Cookson Carling, a solicitor’s clerk, living at Hove, was charged on a 
warrant with forging and uttering a cheque for £25. Mr. Watts, barrister, 
who appeared for the ma apaag said that the prisoner had for three 
years een managing clerk to Messrs. Webster & Webster, solicitors, of 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. They were solicitors to Mrs. Lucy Mary Thompson, 
the sole acting trustee of the estate of the late Mr. Thomas Smith, anda 
epecial account of the funds of that trust was kept by them at the Union Bank 
of London, Chancery-lane branch. About the begioningof February the 
prisoner was directed to draw two cheques for £48 and £56 respectively on 
that account, and he then appeared t> have abstracted four forms from the 
cbheque-book and absconded. On the 4th of February, Mrs. Thompson, who 
lived at Reigate, received a telegram purporting to have come from Mesers 
Webster & Webster that someone would call upon her to obtain her 
signature to certain documents That night the prisoner called, and 
produced the two cheques for £48 and £56, together with one for £25, 
drawn in favour of Mr. Gilbert, the accountant of the trust, and at hi: 
request she signed them. The prisoner afterwards obtained payment for 
the three chequer, after forging the indorsement oa the one for £25. 
Counsel added that a bank-note given in exchange for one of the cheques 
had been traced to betting agents in Flushing. Tne prisoner, who said 
he owed his downfall to moneylenders, was committed for trial. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaztte,—Fripay, March 21, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luutep 1x Caancery. 


Betigvve Consouiparep, Limitep (1x Liguipation)—Oreditors are required, on or before | 


May 1, to send their names and addre*ses, and particu’ars of their debts and claims, to 
Julius W. H. Byrne, 81, Gracechurch st. Burn & Berridge, Old broad s+, solors to 
liquidator 

Cagagieow Gas Co, Liurrep (1s Liguipation) — ‘reditors are required, on or before Mav 1, 
to send names and addresses, and part'culars of debts and claims, to Henry 
Te Brasseur. Gloucester Bank chwwbra, Newport, Mon 

Coventry Components, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before April 3), to seni 
their names and address+s, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert Lakin- 
®mith, 23, Water'.o st, Birmingham 

Gone Contract anp DeveLorment Synvicats, Limirep—OCreditors are required, on or 
before May 2, to send their names and sdoresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to albert Herbert Bach 25 Ainger rd, Primrose Hul. Benjamia, Coleman st, 
solos for the company 

Lonpon anp County IxpustriaL Accipeyt asp Genepat Assunance Co, Limirep — 
Petn for windmg up, presented March 14, directed to be heard on April 9. Glaster, 
47, Eesex street, strand. solor for the petner. Nutice of appearing must reach the 
adove-named not lat-r than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Aoril & 

Mrcuamicat Paintine axp &catine Co Limited (1s Liguipation)—Creditors are re- 
quired. on or before Avril 19, to send their names and acdresies, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Robert Waruer, 10, Walbrook 

Miswent Minzs (Goip Coast) Sypicatre, Limrrzp—Creditora are required, on or before 

il 19, to send their names and addresses, and the 1 articulars of their debts or claims, 
to William Henry Parry, F 18, Exchange bidgs, Liverpool 
Ustourep 1x CHancery. 

West Ixpia axp Paciric Sreamsnir Co's Mutrvar Benerit Society—Petn for winding 
ap, presente’ March 19, directed to be heard at the Court House, Goverpment buildings, 
Victoria st, Liverpoo!, on April 25, at 10. Miller & Co, 43 Castle st, Liverpool, sotors 
for the petoers Notice of appesring must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o'clock im the afternoon of Apri: 74 

London Gazelte.—Tvuesvay, March 25, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimiTED 1N CHANCERY. 

B Whitworts & Brorusnzs. Limiteo— ‘reditora of the above, and the late firm of 
B Whitworth & Brothers, Manchester, are required, on or before April 22, to send their 
bames and address and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Lawrence Lancelot 


Samuels, 7. Norfolk st, Marchester. 
Dor Poatarie Evecrric Licat axyp Powgx Syxpicate, Lim: ren—Oreditors are required, 


on or before May 10. to send their namex and a¢dresees, and the particulars cf their 


aebts or claims, to G. H. Tyler. 53, New st, Birmingham 
Hay’s Hyogiaw Frove Mivis, Linitep—Credit rs are required, 0.1 or before May 1, to 
names and addresses, end the particulars of their debts or claims. to Mr. 
Walter Fred Harris, Bank chmbrs, Parliament st, Hull. Holden & Co, Hull, solors 
t> liquidator 

Peat pucta, Limitep —Tredi‘ors are required, on or before April 1, to send their 
mimes ond addremes, to H H. Kioloch, 14, Gt Tarnstile, Holborn § 

8 scugovome BSysvicate, Limitev (in Liguipation)—Credi'ors are :equire 3, on or before 
april 7, to send their names and address-s, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Hove-Jones & Robertson Terreli & %o, 14, Coptnall av, so!ors to liquida'ors 

West Worraixs Cive Co, Liniren —Credit re are required. oa or before April 9, to send 
their pames and addresses, and the particolars of their debts or claims, to Ralli & Co, 

care of Bennett & Marsh, Chapel rd, Worthiog 


| Devries, Aeyny, Cleveland gdns, Bayswater, Manufacturer 


| Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cuarm. 

London Gazette.—Turspay, March 18, 
Apvams, Cuartes Lewis, Dover Mayl Stroud, Cheltenham 
Awaniavi, Grecort, Withington, Manchester, Merchant April 22 Payne & Co, Man. 

ester 
Barine, Lieot Hengy ALExanper, Shepherd’s Bush Aprill5 Brcoks & Co, G>dliman 
st, Doctors commons 

Beruune, ALEXANDER Mackenziz, Upper Norwood April 21 D tt & 8o0, Gresham si 
Biram, Saran Any, Halifax April 25 Longbotham & Sons, Halifax 
Birce. Rev Canon ponsee JoxaTHaN, Overatone Rectory, Northampton May 31 


Vickers & Co, Sheffi y 
BLoxam, Emrty, South grove, Highgate April 24 Bioxam & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Broxam, Jane, Highgate April 24 Bloxem & Co, Lincolo’s inn fields 

Bioxam, Louisa, Highgate April 24 Bloxem & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Brooks, Avrrep Cox, Keslake rd, Kensal Rise April12 G@ & M Goodman, St Helen’s pl 
Brows, Watrex, Fulham rd, Baker March 31 Mercer, Uxbridge 

Busrow, Eviza, Shepherd’s Bush April 24 Fox, Paddington 

Campneit, AnpREw, Navenby, Lincs, Surgeon May18 Toynbee & Co, Liacoln 
CaambeaLarn, Field Marshal Sir Nevitte Bow.es, GUB, GCSI, Lordsweod, nr South- 


anpton Mayl1 Gasquet & Metcalfe, Gt Tower st ; 
Cores, Atrrep Tuomas, Tunbridge Wells, Builder March 3i Harris, Tonbridge 


Co.man, Timorny, East Harling, Norfolk, Farmer May1 Tillett & Oo, Norwich 
Davisson, Sous Wiu14m, Kingston on Thames April15 Charlton & Baker, Kingston 


on Thames : 
April 18 Styer, Thread- 





needle st 

Evans, Lewis, Lianelityd, Merioneth, Mineral Water Manufacturer April15 Griffith & 
Co, Doigeliey 

Farrar, Hengierta Anne, Cranbrook, Kent April 30 Philpott & Murton, Cranbrook 

Fitievt, Avcustus Puir, Newport, Moa April 30 Vaughan & Roche, Cardiff 

Fow er, Jouy, Scarborough, Ship»woer May 2 Hick & Co, Scarborough 

GagsuTt. Isaac, Low Crookleth, Biled:le, York, Farmer April28 Carrick, Stokesley 

GitLesriz, buGa James, Windsor April 29 Corbould, Cavendish s 

GosinG, KL1za, Smethwick, Staffs Msy1 Homfray & Co, Brierley Hill, Staffs 

Grirrirus, Vavip, Liverpool, Master Uarter April 15 Lewis & Vo, Liverpool 

Hammersiey, Freounick, Aldershot April 23 Fiadgate & Co, Craig’s ct, Charing 
cross 

Henvenrsos, Georcr, Bodmia Arril 8 Pethybridge, Bodmin 

Henty, Joun HryAN, Kast Parade, Carmarthen May 31 Barker & Co, Carmarthen 

Houpicn, BENJAMIN Epwanp, Peterborough, Farniture Dealer April 30 Wuson, 
Petervorougao 

Jox¥s, Henry, Bournemouth, Iron Manufacturer May 20 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 

Jones, Louisa Harnietre, Regent st Mayi Sadeehy, Coleman st 

Keiouiey, Wittiam Garrogate, Hotel Keeper April 10 Rhodes, Bradford 

Kinpy, WitiLaM, Bedale, Yorks April.9 Spink & Brown, York 

Lake, Marcaret, Warrington April28 Browne & Crompton, Warrington 

Lewis, Georce, Wellington, Sslup Baker Aprii2> Uarsane, Weluungton 

McMywny, Rozeat, Liverpool April 30 Geddes, Liverpool 

Marouert, Hagry. Sotton Voldneld Aprit 30 Smith, Rirmingham 

MircHect, James Hexsewr, Sowerby,amr Halifax, Farm Labourer Aprill4 Farrar & 
Crowther, Bradford 

Oswet. Eamine Basyerr, Ruyton,Salop April19 Jackson, Oswestry 

Perritr, Asruvua, Rock Ferry, Chester, Stationer May 3 Johnson, Liverpool 

Paicuirs, Grorce, Seanen, Cornwall, Farmer April 30 Trythall & Bodilly, Penzance 

Pouton, Joun, Biackbura, Joiner April 19 Marriott, Blackburn 

Reeve, Samvet UvevaLe, Hammersmith May1 Caurch, Lincolo’s inn fields 

Ricnarps, Spwix, Madroa, Corowall April30 Trythall & Bodilly, Penzance 

hoorsey, @mma, Kensington April 21 Cooper & Bake, Portman st, Portman sq 

Srrutoyr. Francis James, Sheffield, Clerk of Works April 3) Howe, Sheffield 

Suita Wit.iam Kenyon, Leeds, Potato Merchant March 3t Tempest, Leeds 

Sournerton, Jous, Sirmingham, Brassfounder = 14 Williams, Birmingham 

Srrercn, Hasry, Hanley, Beerseller April 14 ath, Hacley 

Burnex.anp, bexJamin Joun, Newcastle upon Tyne, Merchant May 1 Joel & Parsors, 
Newcastle upon i'yne 

Tuorye, Mania, Sheffield April 23 Kesteven, Sheffield: 

Viray, Hannier, Stibbington Hall, Hunts April12 Percival & Son, Peterborough 

Wa toy, Joun Waxeen, Brooks Bar, Manchester April 23 Willismson, Manchester 

Wuasrron, Grorcs Witiiam, Bolton, Bank Actuary April 15 Haslam, Bolton 








Wagninea To Intenping House Purcuassrs anp Lessexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is advisable to 
have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and 
Reported upon. For terms “pply to The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (H. 

ictoria-street, Westminster. Established 
27 years. ‘Te) London. ‘Telephone: 316 West- 
minster.—[Apvr. 


rams: Sanitation, 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
Londom Gasette,—Fnipay, March 21. 
RECEIVING OBDEBS. 


Aspzesox, Cusine, Hebburn, Durham. Boot M.ker 
Newcastle on Tyne Prt March 19 Ord March 19 
Anuernoss, Groce, Bearborough, Com i Traveller 

ugh Pet March 7 Usd March 17 

Asn T J, Harrow rd. P. Cab Proprietor High 
Arr 3, matting  Poten Merchant High Go 

xine J, rd, t Hi art 

Pet Feb27 Ord March 18 - — 
Baxxnx, Joseru Evowix, Heckmonawike, 

M-spufactu Dewsbury Pet March 17 Ord March 17) 
Beitaur, Azxny, Sheffield, Gaidier 

17 Ord Mazch 17 
Bescu, Evwim, Birmingham, Baker West Bromwich | Cups, Hozace Epwazp, 

Pet March 19 Ord March 19 i Brighton Pet March 18 


Caster Bristol Pet M 


Marca 17 


Agricultural Urgineer 
March 18 O)d March 18 





Bextuam, Haney, Streatham 
worth Pet March 17 Ord March 17 
Bouvren, Avygep Groroe, and Joseri Tuomas Vickery, 
Erith, Keat, Buiiders Rochester Ord 


Cater, Epwanp Connect, Burton Pidsea in Holderaess, | 


Leather Lace | C4BEY, Faxneuicek Munpock, Maidstone, Confectioner 
: terbury Pet March i8’ Ord March 18 | 


Can’ 
| Cawrwaiout, Mancus Gaon, Strmd, Glos, Woollen Cloth | mn . 
Sheffield Pet March anudectuner Ghomatis Baa tence > Och teh Mauyast, Evos, Gt Yarmouth, Hairdresser Gt Yarmouth 


Lenxert, Henny Joseru, Behesincter Down, Bristol, Nail | Cotiixs, Cuasies Wittiam Frecn, Bootle, Picture Dealer 


{8 Ord March Is | Liverpool Vet March 17 Ocd March 17 

Hill, Contactor Wands-| Crass, Auvexp, Carmarthen, Boot Dealer Carmarthea 
Pet March 17 Ord March 17 

Cravex, Hatuipay. and Jim Craven, Baildon, Yorks, 
Jomers Leeds Pe; March 18 Ord March 18 

Dean, Henny Joux, Beckenham, Coachbuilder Oroydos 
Pet March 15 Ord Maroh 16 

Pet | Densom, WittiaAm Gzorce, Bournbrook, Worcester, Groce? 
| Birmingham Pet Merch i7 Ord u7 


Pet March 17 
Kingston upon Hull 


Frome Pet March7 Ord March 17 


Gienvensten. Wattex Tvawen, Watford, Merts, Boot 
maker St Albans Pet March 1s Ord March 18 


CaLtow eres Onry, Liscard Birkenhead Pet Feb 8) Dosweit. A H, Great Elim, Somerset. Commercial Clerk 
ci | 


aon 19 Ord March 19 
Pet March 17 Ord March 


Petworth, Sussex, Farmer | Haunis, Joun Puirur, Rhyl, Flints, Printer Banger 
Ord March 18 WwW 
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Hupsox, Dick, Loge, Cont Coal Merchant Gt Yarmouth 
Pet ‘March ‘1 Ord March 17 

ILLstEy, ty pet GitseRt, Blackfordby, Leicester, 
Labourer Burton on Trent Pet March 16 Ord 
March 15 


JonEs, aot a as 3 romwich, Staffs, ae Wes} 
Brom qich et March 17 Ord March 17 

Joxes, Henry, Pwlinell, Coal Merchant Portmadoc Pet 
March 18 Ord March 18 

Mc > Rona.p, cd, Agent Liverpool Ord 

Mircua.t, Sr aan, Brighton, Tutor Brighton Pet Jan 8 


Ord Marc 
Mounsey, Toone, Morecambe, Butcher Preston Pet 
March 17 Ord March 17 


Penrhyndeudraeth, Merioneth, Farmer 
Portmadoc Pet March 14 Ord March 14 
PaLuiseR, Joun WILitam, Gradford, Labourer Bradford 
Pet 19 Ord March 19 
PanTIk1Ax, Hacor, Monton Green, nr Manchester, Grey 
Cloth tt Manchester Pet ‘March 4 Ord March 17 
Patrersox, Jony, Benton, Northumberland. Builder 
. ty “ss La faa Ord = 
EARL, ABEL, Fournier » eed 
High Court PetFeb1 Ord March 
PeTree, Marsa, Sheffield, Pm ah Sheffield Pet 
arch18 Ord March 18 
Pygan, Henry, Morecambe Preston Pet March18 Ord 
March 18 


Ropers, Asraur Wate, and Ricnarp Mortey Tomuim- 
SON, —-y Leeds, ine Packing ufacturers 
me BA, Ley - 1 een 
BsoNn, BertRaM Mowtacue, Bi roker 
Guira.J, Canning Town, Carman High Court Pet Feb 
MITH. ‘o n urt Pe 7 
Ord March 17 _ 7 
STANDLEY, Heyry, > ye Smith St Albans Pet 
b a ie red Lion. st, Dr High Court Pet 
HoMAs, Exuis, on : 
Feb'8 Ord March iz 
Wuee.es, =} Cente, Sieochesten, Baker Man- 
Wir, F = Gasasen, Meempaend, Bellier igh 
ILDY, a... a 
Court Pet March 17 Marchi 


Wiis, Epirx bly! Coachbuilder Bangor 
wane J = ioe Colli Gloucester Pet 
ILLIAMS, J AMES, ollier 
March 19 Ord March 19” 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ANDEREON, om, i Durham, 


Owen, jm, 


Boot Mak 
April 1 at ff Rec, 80; Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Asay Fd, orem pl. Harrow 1rd, Cab Proprietor April 4 
al 


A J, Barkin ing r, fase, Pah chant April 7 at 
TTKINS, J, er 
12 Bankru; 

ae Tuomas VICKEBY, 


Bouter, ALFRED GrorcGs, 
bbe ape nr Dartford, Builder April 7 at 11.30 116, 

Burton, ios Wriacat, Aylsham, Batt. B Blacksmith 
March 2 at 12 Off Rec, 8. a 

Caazs, ALFRED, Carmarthen, Boo April 2 at 11,30 
Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

E.uis, eae 8t Leonards on Sea, Boarding House Pro- 
pr ietor wm, County Court Office, 24, Cam- 


arenes ton Taytor, Oldham, Brush Maker April 4 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Bank cbmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
Gu rem Tuomas, Blackburn, Insurance Agent April 
2at 11.16 Off Rec. 14, Chapel st, Preston 


Hatz, Cuartes Hexry, Holmwood 14. Brixton hill, 
Fruiterer April3ati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Henry, James, Draper April ry am 3.16 Imperial 

oO 
Jerr i Jonas Daz, Wellington, Straw Dealer 


April 2 at 1245 County Court Office, ele: 
Kertte HEney ARTHUR, Bournemouth, Grocer Grocer April 4 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Laks, Epwarsp Ammanford, Carmarthen, Tailor April 3 
atll Off Reo, 4, Queea st, Carmarthen 
Leepate, ALicg Axx, 8 b nar Rochdale, Oil 
i, Rochdale 


t Apriisatil15 To 
Massort, Narr 5 wy ey Upholsterer March 
29 at 8 
endnen as blackburn,’ Draper's Assistant April 

2atll Off Rec, 14, Chepel st 
Cis, JamEs Fm pet M Gaol ‘Guat Walton, Li Liver- 
Surgeon Apriliat3 19, 
beris, rete bart Attend 


Owens, — 
April 8 at ‘11.30 Ship Hotel, Bangor 
Pastrana Hacor, ton Green, _-- 


nr Manchester, 
Agent “ipell 4 ot 2.50 Off Heo, Byrom st, Man- 


ester 
Panxen, ALBERT Epwarp, Topsfield parade, Crouch Kad, 
Glass Merchant April 3 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 
Patrerson, Jonx, Benton, Northumberland, Builder 
April lat 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastie on 


sede AngL, Fournier st, Spitalfields, Trimming Seller 
April 4 at 2 oe Carey st 

Puxtrs, Jaume, Pee Merchant April 1 
at 12. phn K, chmbrs, salisbury 

——— Epwarp, ict Horse Dealer March 29 at 
12.30 Off Ree, ry King st, 

wt ie ae Bimpieo, Oxford, Solicitor 


Qati2 1, 8 
Sura, J, Town, Carman > ane 7 at ll Bank- 
ru bldgs, st 
ealdstone, Smith April 2 at 3 Of 


Sranviey, Henny 
Th a hed Lh sper April 7 at 1 
omas, Bxxis, ion st, 

Bankruptcy st 
Waits, Gronse Bax) aur, Royton, Lancs, Stone Dealer 
Wa 
Off 


ats 
Warraxm aumnoet "Gough Pad 


—.S Iog ty e Anal 8 on at 9 
68, Castle 


Lancs April 8 at 


Wan, 3 Prepericx CGuarems, Hampstead, Builder April 


st 
TUDIVATIONS. 
Avery, Roperrt. Datineee, Flour Dealer Stockton on 
Tees Pet Feb26 Ord March 18 
Barker, Josern town, Hectmondwike, Leather Lace 
Manufacturer wsbury Pet Marchi17 Ord March 17 
BELLAMY, a Sheffield, Saddler Sheffield Pet 
March 17 Ord March 17 
Beyxcu, Eowin 8 Baker West Bromwich 
Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
Buen«insorr, BIcHARD, unset, Darham Durham Pet 
Fe’ March 


ba Ord 17 
Borovsxy, Isaac, and Ewaxvuen Weinsavus, Hatton 
Merchants High Court 


. amond Pet 
6 Ord March 19 
Burtoy, ane. eee, o eo. pe, Brakes- 
man Court 7 Ord 
~_ 


Casey, siete Mes RDOCK, 
ary March 


18 

Cuitps, Horace Epwarp. Petworth, am, Farmer 
Brighton Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Coturs, Coantes WitiiaM Fievp, poate, Leas, Ritu 
Dealer Liverprol Pet March 17 Ord March 

Crass. ALFRED, marthen, os Dealer ates 

Pet March 17 Ord March 1 

Craven, Hariipay, and 4y nie. Baildon, Yorks, 
Joinern Leeds Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Deas, 1% Joux, Beckenham, Coach Builder Croydon 
Pet March 15 Ord March 15 

Densum, Witt14m Groroe, Bo Worcester, Grocer 
Birmingham Pet March 17 Ord 18 

GuennersteR. Waiter Turner, Watford. Herts, Boot- 

8&t Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Hapipa, Heyry, Coleman st, Financial Agent High Court 
Pet Feb4 Ord March 17 

Hawsant, EBvcar, Gt Yarmouth, 
mouth Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Hanrais, By Puitur. Rhyl, Flinta, Priater Bangor 
Pet March 17 Ord 


March 17 
Coal Merchant Gt Yarmouth 


Hupson, Dick, 
Pet March 17 Ord March 17 

Iuustey, Joun aed Gitseat, Blackfordby, Leicester, 
Labourer on Trent Pet March 15 Ord 
March 1 


Bromwich, Poulterer West 
_ ye 17 Ord March 17 
WRY, lheli, Carnarvon, Coal Merchant 

Jon setmadoc ‘Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
Mowunsey,. Lay u« Butcher Preston Pet 
on ne ¥ Ord March 17 a, 

Team pee eet id Oni ierch 1d — 
Pauuser, Jonw Wittiam, Labourer Bradford 

Pet March 18 Pet 


Pass, Joszrn James, and and Giapwey Verp: Owey, 
anchester, Steamship Owners Liverpool Pet Dec $ 


Jouzs, Bexsamin, West 
Pet March 


Parrerson, Jouy, Benton, Northumberland. Builder 
Newcastle upon Pet March 17 Ord March 17 
Pereex, peanemats, eld, Civil Sngineer Sheffield 
Ord March 18 


Pet March 
Pyrag, Herey Preston Pet March 18 Ord 
March 18 


Rawiixsoy, Atrrep Joux, New Broad st, Accountant 
High Oct 1 Ord March 18 


Court Pet 
Ripeway, Cartes, and Henry Riveway, Dimninghem, 
1S enanengens Birmingham Pet March 18 


March 19 
Ropsrts, ARTHUR mr, ged and 3 ~ ing Manu Tom- 


Linsox, Bramlev, ufac- 
turers Leeds Pt 17 Ord March 17 
Seaton, Atygep CHABLES, rd, Earl’s Court 
h Vourt Pet Jan 31 March 19 
Siucietox, Bicwarp, m, mr Lancaster, Farmer 
P. Pet Feb March 19 
Sranviey, Hewry, oe a Smith St Albans Pet 
March 15 Ord March 15 
meg BM gdns, Stock Dealer High 
ne 4 tg Ord ar Fa Ashton under 
ENRY, ‘armer 
Pet F: Feb 17 Ord March 18 
Turner, Gsorce Jaurs, Tedd Builder Kingston 
Pet March i3 Ord 


18 
Vavauan, Lionet Wiiu1aM Gronce, New North rd, Draper 
Court Pet March 18 


Feb 12 Ord 
Wituiams, Eprra Evizasetn, Rh , Fats, Coachbuilder 
Pet March 18 son 

Witiiams, James, Argoed, - ad Golller Gloucester Pet 
March 19 Ord Mareh’ 1 
Amended notice wrtlos substituted - | |: meat 

» Ge janden Seat 7: 

ycrort, Seta CawrTsorye, Stickford, Lincs, Carpenter 
Boston Pet March5 Ord March 5 
London Gazette.—Tunspay. March 26. 
RECEIVING ORD. 

ALCOOK. \ gr ee Walsall, Confectioner Walsall Pet 

March 2 


Trueman, 


March 20 
Auisor, Henny Arcaer pe Watchmaker Derby Pet 
Maich 20 Ord Merch 
ANDERSON, 


Joun Henry, 
ortha|lerton Po “Ord March i 
AsntTon, Joun Baimacompe, ey 
Victualler Truro Pet March 21 Ord BM 
Bamow, perpen, Deore, Grocer Yeovil Pet March 22 
Brit, James Barren, Wallheath, Staffs, Grocer Dudley 
March 19 Ord March 19 
Boors, Joux Wit11am, Leeds. Blectric Car Diiver Leeds 
Pet March 19 Ord 





Coorsn, Hanaier, Kudvenigees, Coatoctowe Kidder 
miaster Pct Macch 2) Ord March 
Dixow, Wittiam Ecvis, eam “ae! ‘Been, Piamber 


e Neaqtowa ™ Cg Zs Muech Wentew wth 
sj ARIS, «tham, eweller's ms sw 
a Reb 24° Ord Marsh 21 


Hue yt. Soca Hardqick, Glos, Farmsr 
he teahan «3 yy tH Ord March 29 


Hiascasere, @ B, Gt ~ Ay Mercasat ” igh  . 
wees March 


Mrex. 4 og Trowbridge, Wilts, Black- 

iCHAEL ILLIAM - 

— Bath Pet March 21 Ord March 2 
a ud dersfield 


Suseen Macy, Heid 
Pet March 21 Ord March 2 
Inman, Isapetia, Gillygate, York York Pet March 20 


Kanes, Gove, © Whitechapel ri High Court Pet March 12 

Kewney, Wines Liowgt Freseunat, 8 Stockton, War- 
wick Warwick Pet Feb Ord March 

coum . ‘pile. Farmer Swindon Pet March 


20 
Manspex, Arraur Brimley, Leeds, Plasterer Leeds Pet 
March 90 Ord Maron 33 


Mason, CHARLES, Cpepees, Comm, Outiites Eastbourne 
ee . M 20 es 

Maso’ OMAS, Photographer Crewe 
March at Ord March 21 

Msrc , Witttam Middles! Deagealter Middles- 

rough Pet March 19 Ord 

onnn ‘ouN, Brixton =~ ty Bailder Wandsworth Pet 

M oo Toaypand Farniture Dealer 
1} ° , 

owe Renee tera men Doe 

or 
Pot March 90 Ord March y 


Paces, Cuaries James, 9 Lancs, Farnitare Dealer 
Salford Pet —y 2S. 


18 
P Ww ge 4 General Carter 
“lds Undcoiee ‘Pou March 37 ‘Ord March 21 
ao, ee + eee Eogineer Leeds Pet 
Parton, ALicK ee Labourer in Mines 
“Madeley Pet March 20 * On arch 90 
PowLesLanb, Jouy, Butcher Bristol Pet March 
a Ord Mareh 22 
YO! OHN, mn 
hime whee ne oe 
Bosrxsox, Caasies Moggvitte, Richmond rd, Bayswater, 
B J MLR} | mont ht 
Ez. Ou. 
ae t March 20 "Ord Ord March 20 
OMA 
vy, semester Pek Pot March 20. Ord larch 20 oe i 
ELLIN, ANNE, Fursiture Dealer ‘arpool 
“Pet Feb 20 Oak Maset 21 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Aypasws, Wiitiam, Metal Dealer April 4 at 11 174, 


x Workson, ees Auctioneer April 3 at 


Barxsr, Josera Epwix, wike, Leather Lace 
Manufacturer April 8 at 4 Of Reo, Donk chonten, 


Asxew, Wit. 
12 Off Rec. 





11 Off Rec, 47 ot 
Boots, Jou» Wii.14 Electric Car Driver 
“April 8 at 12 Off Reo, 22, Park row, 
_ , FRED, E Dealer April? at 12 
Brows, sanuzome, Pilot April 2 at 11.30 Of 
Ree, 30, Mosley le 
Brown, . . Oxon, April 3 at 
Tv 1, Bt Aldate’s, ford . 
Catzy, Epwarp Cowns.t, Burton ia 
Ag April4atil Off Reo, Trinity 
House In. Hull 
wen Gigaren, on8 Eauns Banas, Reuagete April 8 
Caney, Confectioner 


Frepericx 
April 8at 9.30 Off Rec. 68 Castle st, 
Curios, Horace Bowaap, Petworth, Farmer Sati 


Rail 
Warwick, Grocer April 3 


at, Liverpool 


bark row, Leeds 


Be 
A 








Hi 
o% on "Lowestoft April Gat Of 
Labourer (Agri at 8.50 Tallinn! Hoult uation = 
Burtoa oa 
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oS an aa Miller = Bat 7 anne, Seren Ul, Ocntenster Wandsworth owe. & uot Last. ates, Tailor Bangor 
0. ° Pe are March March 20 arch 
Joxzs. Price, Twyncynghordy, nr Brynmawr | Brus. James Harper. mee Staff udley | Paar, C . 
April lat 8 195, High et, Merthyr Tyaal oy or } 1 eben be Yo) ewe 
Jones, Wituiam ArTuur, Camberwell, Surgeon April 8 at | Boorn, Joun WituiamM, — Leeds Electric Car Driver | Patuer, Wittiam, Baderby, Leicester, gous Carter 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st Leeds Pet March'19 Ord March 19 Leicester Pet March 21 Osd March 
ae a. gg Rey Commercial | Brow . Acexavene, Se. Tg oe New- ie oy Genay, Leeds, ow tal Lreds Pet 
i 2 way app, London | castieon Tyne Pet March Ord March 19 
Bridge | Brownino, Grorce, ee rd High Court Pet Feb | Parton, Atick, Fa me dng Salop, Labourer in Mines 
Lzgorarp, Wriiiam Harry, Chelterbam, Greengrocer 10 Ord March 2 Madeley Pet March 20 Ord March 20 
April6at4 County Court bidgs, Cheltenham | Caxyox, Manion, - Lavra Barn ae, Ramegate High | Peery, Witutau Aycert, Brightoa, Raines of Music 
Loxapex, Joszsru, Arkwright Town, nor Chesterfie'd. Court Pet March 20 Ord March 2 Brighton Pet March5 Ord March 20 
w-. COoiliery Engineman April 4 at 230 Angel Hotel, | Covemay. Puri, Shankiio, Stationer Newport Pet | Porawp, Agrave, Bishopogats et, Tieaber 3 Merchant High 
Chesterfield March 20 Ord March 20 Court Pet Jan 15 Ord March 19 
Manspex, Anruur, Bramley, Leeds, Plasterer April 4at | Hamwoxp. Sypvey Harry. Regent pl, Regent st. Dealer | Paice. Joux Henny, Oray, Breckusck, _voemee Merthyr 
11 Off “. 22, Park oe Leeds | in Russian Comestibles High Court Pet March 12 Tyd@l Pet March 15 Ord Macch 
“April 3 at . Plymouth | dius, Patowmcr Buxsamry, Hardwick, Glos, Parmer | 24*QA-, Heapear, Wrutax, Wall, Baker Wala 
Mercatr, Witt1Am Middlesbrough, Orysalter April 4 ad Cheltenham Pet March 20 Ord March 20 - Re tg Jo 4 Newqua' --y all, Ir T 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles h Hiscock, Micaas, Wi..iam, Trowbridge, Wilts, Black- ‘Pet March 90 Ord Monch 30." Sunes Sy 
Ouiver, WiLuiAM Joux, Stoke, ‘Devonport, Builder April smith Bath Pet March 21 Ord March 21 Rosrnsow, Cuagtes Morevituz, Ba ter, Schoolm ster 
> sen 6 en ee, ~) g edl April 8 at | | Hv sees Senos Y, ep me Confectioner Huddersfield Luton Pet Merch 22 Ord Merch $3 — 
ALLISER, JOHN WILLIAM a et March 
ll Off 1, Manor row, “Bradford . | Inman, Isanetia, York, Voucher of Dancing York Pet oe "—- comm, ey yg ey om Rage Se 
Parker, by "Hesry Leeds, Eegineer Apzcil 8 at | March 29 Ord Mare’ i... Co ert, South Shields. Doctor N. 
, 12.80 . = Park row, Leeds - care. Gu rom. Wilts. Farmer Swindon Pet March castle _ Tyne Pet ‘March 7 Ord March 31 . ee 
*antow, Axickx, Horsehay, Salop, Labourer nes arch 20 
2at1 Couaty Court Office, Madeley | Mansoax,. ants Bramley, Leeds, Leeds Sanpers. Toomas, Chard, Somersst, Laun Proprietor 
Pasa, Sassen a, See Tailor. April 5 at | March oO: a March 4 ee me a 4 . March 20 Giton, be oa Avehitedt 
3165 County Court bldgs Cheltenham Asoy, Taouas, a " HOVE Wis FSEDERIOK, t ris 
Porsen, 3 MAnsHALL, Sheffi-ld, Civil Engineer April 3 at | Crewe Pet March 21 Ord Sten at aD ae Bristol Pet June 1t Ord Match 
ll Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield | Mretuanp-Surrn, Joszrx, Norbury Park, Surrey Civil | Spzivz. Naruawiet, Bishopsgote st "Timer Merchant 
Rammeas, magi Wittiam, Walsall, Baker April 3 at Engineer Croydon Pet Feb17 Ord March 18° h Court Pet Jan 15 Ord March 
Off Rec, Wolverham | Meroatr. Wittiam, Middlesbrough, Yorks, | ‘Dryaater | Srites, Heway Georae, — kh Croydon Pet 
me. way, nage hey Baan: Binowar, ae. | i ae Pet March 11 Ord March March 12 Ord March 
Lfropmongers ri a’ 74, Corpora st, | Movip, Joy, Brixton hill, B ‘ands yj 
os ot ooo ae ~ rel Wi aah Pet | | Wome < Asc, Dudley, Brassfounder Dudley Pet 











Roperts, Artaur Water, and Ricnarp Morey 
Tomurxsoy, Bramley, Leeds, ig Packing Manu- 
facturers April 8 at 11.30 Rec, 22, Park row, 


ee Jou, Darlington April 9 at 3 Off Rec, 8, 

. Al ~~ ey iy 8 le si ’ —— 

jaNpERs, THOMAS, r merset, auniey Proprietor ta —S. 
April 7 at11 115, High st, Rocheste SN —« 


se LS 

Suerrarp, Witt1aAm Braix, Newport, ‘Mon, Fishmonger ' 

ay 8at1230 Off Ree, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, CAWw 'S 
Syowpen, Frauv, Gt Grimsby, Saw Maker April 8 at 1045 y 

Off Bec, 16, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Tuomas, Ov a ER Coouwats, Mirfield, Yorks, ‘Wood Turner 

April 3 at 3 Batley VEE Ex 

yj lay = 








ff Rec, Bank chmbrs, 

TrvgMan, Fadl Ronert, Glynneath, Glam, Engineer 
April 3at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Tusner, Gronce James, Teddington, Builder April 3 at 

11,30 24, Railway app, London Bridge / ’ 
Vixceyt, Freperic K, She fhel eld, Builder April2at1 Off ADR . yy ~~} """ Reduced '} 
Rec, Figtree In, 8) 


Il ° 
Warnes, Cuances, nefpparkhil, Worcester, Butcher's UE: ustration 
Manager April7atil 174, Corporation st, Birming- , - “safety” Pen. 


Westsroox, Mantua Anyz, Gt Yarmouth, Baker April p From 12/6 to 26/- each. 
5at 1230 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
‘Wuexver, Anni, Openshaw, chester, Baker April 4 | \ The “Dainty” Pen, 
at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester \ 5/- and /- each, Illustrated Catalogue of all 
\ Stationers or of the Sole Whole- 
A Ww Sana eaeae Walsall Pet | saa Os op warts vet 
Loock, WALTER, nfectioner als: i \\' From 10/6 to 24/- each, 
March 20 Ord March 20 | QS EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, 
AL.sor, — — Watchmaker Derby Pet | : ANN The ‘‘Easy” Pen. GREAT NEW STREET, 


e/. os 

Axprrsox, Cuan.es, Hebburn, Durham, Boot Maker From $/- to 16/6 each. LONDON, &.C. 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 19 Ord March 

—— Joun Hesny, Middleham, Yorks, -Conchbrulder 

ortballerton Pet March 19 Ord March 1 

Asn, .o Joun, Falham pl. Harrow rd Cab Proprietor 
High Court Pet Feb 28 Ord March 22 

Asutox, Jonw Barmacompe, Marazion, Cornwa'l, oe 
Victualler Truro Pet March 21 ‘Ord March 2 

Arrxiss, James, Cave rd, Barking ~— Fish east 
High Court Pet Feb 27 Ord March 

Ayzrs, Joux, Bedminster, Bristol, Whee! al wright Bristol 
Pet March 18 Ord March 20 

Barnow, Airerp, Yeovil, Grocer Yeovil Pet March 22 
Ord March 22 




















IRON TENNIS FENGES 


BAYLISS. JONES & BAYLISS’ MiCScOUSSIRMINN hee-cieee 


2 WROUGHT IRON. PATENT WIRE FENCING: . RAILING (No. 2740). 
HURDLES AND GATES CONTINUOUS FENCING. 
oe KENNEL RAILING 



































WINE BINS 











er 
































a be fixed close up to Purchaser’s 
boundary, and suits rise or fall 


GALVANIZED COMBINE _"_—— - : in the ground. 
> MESH WETTING. ras. at oe Is we believe, the cheapest in the market. 


’ WRITE FOR PRICES. 











VICTORIA WORKS. WOLVERHAMPTON. 


141, CANNON STREET, E.( 





Seatae 








